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Comments of the Month 





THE War REFUGEE BoarD 


a y SUNDAY, January 23, 1944, the President 
of the United States issued what will be re- 
garded in Jewish chronicles, however great or small 
its practical consequences may turn out to be, as a 
historic proclamation. In the Executive Order issued 
on that day, the President established a War Refugee 
Board, composed of the Secretary of State, the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, and the Secretary of War, to 
take action “with all possible speed” in order to 
“forestall the plans of the Nazis to exterminate all 
the Jews and other persecuted minorities in Europe.” 

It is now a year and a half since the full extent of 
the Nazi plans with regard to the Jews became 
known. It is impossible, now that the decision has 
been made that a specific effort is necessary to attempt 
to rescue persons in danger of imminent death within 
Nazi Europe, not to wonder how many opportunities 
for rescue have been lost by the failure to make this 
decision sooner. But no one will be interested at this 
moment in dwelling long on that melancholy theme. 
Great as our loss has been, so great also must be the 
heartening effect of this step, so long awaited in vain 
and now so frankly and so simply made. 

The President’s Executive Order authorizes the 
Board and the State, Treasury, and War Departments 
“to accept the services and contributions of any pri- 
vate person, private organizations, efc.,” in carrying 
out its purpose. This brief clause constitutes a plain in- 
vitation to Jewish organizations to bring forward their 
plans and to proffer their experience and personnel 
in this task, which is the common responsibility of 
all mankind, but in which we are most intimately 
concerned. The invitation is at the same time a chal- 
lenge which must be speedily and effectively met. 
We do not know how many Jews can be saved in 
the present military and political situation. It is plain, 
however, that the President’s Order establishes the 
necessary conditions for rescuing all those whom the 
power and efforts of the United Nations can save. 
Much depends upon whether Jewish organizations 
will also be able to establish the most efficient condi- 
tions, through carefully drawn plans and effective, 
coordinated effort, in order to make their share in 
the rescue work as great as it possibly can be. 


THE NATIONAL “LABOR DRAFT” 


| gueserimd a ROOSEVELT’S Five Point Program 
submitted to the present session of Congress is, as 
he said, an interdependent one. No one should be 
in a better position to realize this than the American 
labor movement, which has been most consistent in 
pointing out that its own pledge not to strike, and 
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its willingness to cooperate in restricting the rising 
wage level, is dependent upon an effective price con- 
trol. In our interdependent war-time system of eco- 
nomic controls, there are no priorities on “sacrifices.” 
No one can demand that his “sacrifice” shall be paid 
in only after all the other checks have been cashed. 
It is for this reason that we regret the opposition of 
both the CIO and the AFL to the President’s proposal 
of a National Service Act. 

We fully sympathize with the resentment of labor 
circles that this proposal should have been made pre- 
cisely at this time, when it inevitably must be inter- 
preted as a rebuke to labor for the steel and railway 
crises, and as a gesture of appeasement to anti-labor 
circles in Congress. We can understand, also, that 
not only labor, but certain Negro groups should fear 
that a compulsory National Labor Service Act might, 
under present circumstances, be so administered as to 
undermine labor unions or to freeze Negroes in in- 
ferior positions. We cannot but think, however, that 
if progressive groups had encouraged the President 
and his advisers, at the very beginning of the war, to 
establish the principle of national civilian service, 
they would have obtained a position in the adminis- 
tration of such an Act comparable to that of the labor 
movement in England, and all cause for fear would 
have disappeared. 

One cannot be impressed by legalistic arguments 
to the effect that a law of this nature is unconstitu- 
tional since it amounts to the enactment of a status 
of “involuntary servitude” in enterprises working for 
private profit. The whole program of which this is 
a part is so conceived as virtually to draft American 
industry as well as American labor. When special 
interest groups sabotaged the proposal to limit in- 
come to a top level of $25,000 after taxation, pro- 
gressive groups were outraged not so much because 
of the financial loss to the Treasury and consequently 
to the war effort—a loss which was relatively trivial— 
but because of the moral effect of such a refusal to 
share in the “sacrifices” of war. It may be true that 
American industry can be fully mobilized for the war 
without a labor draft (although the inadequate use 
of unorganized and improperly applied labor in this 
country, as well as the entire confusion in the affairs 
of the War Labor Board and War Manpower Com- 
mission, makes one rather doubt this assertion). Yet 
one wonders how American labor expects to succeed, 
politically, in maintaining an adequate system for 
controlling industry during war time—a sufficient 
guarantee for renegotiating contracts, excess profit 
taxes, etc.—if its moral position is to be impaired by 
the insistence on interpreting compulsory civilian 
service as “involuntary servitude,” for fear of the 
effects of such a “sacrifice” upon union organization. 





ZIONISM ILL-SERVED 


one IS the chaos that reigns in the American 
Jewish community, that energetic promoters 
with a sense for publicity can set up innumerable 
organizations for myriad purposes. This has been 
most dramatically demonstrated by a handful of high- 
pressure salesmen, who, though only here a short 
time, have already had a varied career. After “creat- 
ing” a Jewish Army Committee, a society of signers 
of a Moral Rights Proclamation, and the Emergency 
Conference to Save the Jews of Europe, they have 
most recently bestowed upon us a new committee, 
the “League for a Free Palestine,” with no other 
purpose than to try to get Palestine for the Jews. 


When this group began to concern itself with the 
rescue of the Jews of Europe there were many, other- 
wise without sympathy for their aims, who supported 
them both morally and financially. The disaster was 
so great, the aid that was extended after a year and 
a half of systematic destruction so infinitesimal, that 
in sheer despair people were prepared to support 
anybody who declared that rescue was possible and 
who claimed to have a plan for rescue. We were 
unprepared for what happened in those years. We 
knew in September 1939 that great suffering was in 
store for certain European Jewish communities, par- 
ticularly the Polish Jews; but hardly any one could 
then have imagined the character, scope, and the 
speed of the ruthless murder campaign that has now 
been under way for eighteen months. We must ad- 
mit also that we were morally unprepared, and fu- 
ture historians will inquire, not without a certain 
melancholy amazement, how it was that it proved 
impossible for so long a time to come together on a 
common plan of action for saving those who might, 
under the circumstances, be saved. 


The handful of committee-promoters found a free 
field with regard to saving the Jews of Europe. There 
was no recognized legitimate organization for this 
purpose, and even today, after the establishment of 
the American Jewish Conference and the organiza- 
tion of its rescue committee, it must unfortunately 
be repeated, there is still no such generally recognized 
body. And thus, although many were shocked by 
the sensational, theatrical character of some of its 
performances, or by the unscrupulously misleading 
announcement that Jews could be saved from the 
Rumanian murder den at $50.00 per soul, yet, 
many of the same persons, perhaps, were inwardly 
thankful for the Committee’s success in obtaining 
the unanimous consent of the Senate Committe for 
a resolution to save the surviving Jews in Europe. 


* * %* 


But on what grounds could anyone possibly be 
expected to support this new undertaking — the 
League for a Free Palestine? There are established 
and internationally recognized agencies competent 
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to deal with all questions having to do with the Jews 
and their claims upon Palestine. The Jewish Agency 
and the World Zionist Organization are no newcom- 
ers to the American scene. They have long since 
organized a body to deal with the present situation 
whose representatives have their long-established 
contacts both with the government and with the 
public and, whenever necessary, with the diplomatic 
representatives of other governments. They speak 
in the name of masses of Jews, organized in hundreds 
of associations in this country, who have designated 
them in a democratic fashion as their legitimate rep- 
resentatives. It is pretended that the new League 
is necessary in order to marshal the sympathy of non- 
Jews on behalf of Palestine. But it is no secret that 
the American Palestine Committee, consisting of a 
considerable number of Senators, Representatives, 
clergymen, scholars, and writers, has long been or- 
ganized for this purpose. It is now engaged in a pro- 
gram of nation-wide expansion which, if it continues 
at its present tempo, may well succeed in mobilizing 
the whole progressive and pro-Jewish sentiment of 
this country. If and when it becomes necessary to 
appeal in a more popular manner to public opinion, 
the Committee, with its backing of so many influen- 
tial Americans, will certainly be the proper instru- 
ment for that purpose. 


But the terminology and the formulas used by the 
new League indicate that it is supposed to have a 
different justification for its existence. It evidently 
proposes to appeal for the support of those Jews who 
do not care to regard themselves as Jews. The prem- 
ises for their propaganda are that American Jews 
are no longer part of the Jewish people, that they 
are not personally interested in nor will they benefit 
personally from the rebuilding of the Jewish Home 
in Palestine, but that they might be induced to help 
other Jews from across the seas who are stateless and 
consequently belong to the Jewish people. It must 
be admitted that no Zionist organization can com- 
pete with the League in propaganda based upon such 
assumptions. The function of Zionism has been not 
only to build the Jewish community in Palestine, 
but to cultivate among all Jews the world over, 
that sentiment of loyalty and obligation to each 
other that had atrophied among some—or was delib- 
erately, and for immoral and ugly reasons, abjured 
by others. It is a fundamental, unquestioned postu- 
late among Zionists that we Jews belong to a com- 
munity of fate from which no person of Jewish de- 
scent can or should attempt to escape. Without 
this basic attitude, Zionism might be an enterprise 
for the welfare of a number of individuals, but 
it is doubtful whether it could be a movement with a 
lasting basis. Zionism is capable of changing its 
methods from time to time, but it cannot alter its 
basis: the conviction that there is 2 Jewish people 
consisting of all Jews whatever their citizenship, and 
regardless of whether they are persecuted or not. 
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And may we add another remark? Jews who dis- 
dain to call themselves Jews and who regard the fate 
of the community as not their fate do not and will 
not have any interest in a Jewish Palestine, neither 
for themselves nor for other Jews. Such Jews will 
not be won over by the new Revisionist front or- 
ganization; mental healing might turn the trick. 


THE PROBLEM OF EASTERN EUROPE 


HE CONFLICTING claims concerning bound- 

aries in Eastern Europe, the question of the Polish 
frontier, of the Baltic States, and of the Russian fron- 
tiers in Southeastern Europe have already produced 
more than one severe crisis in the councils of the 
United Nations. We may expect these explosive is- 
sues to cause friction and ruffled feelings more than 
once in the near future. Yet, if we may trust in the 
encouraging fact that the latest misunderstanding, 
arising from Pravda’s report of a rumored peace par- 
ley, has passed off without serious repercussions, there 
is a sincere and general desire on the part of the 
Allies to find some principle for settling these ques- 
tions which will be acceptable to all. 

Such a principle can only be the general agreement 
to deal with all “outstanding questions” not in terms 
of a balancing of interests against each other, but in 
terms of a common responsibility for a just and dur- 
able peace. If such a principle is to be adopted, cer- 
tain ancient hobgoblins of political history, such as 
the conception of strategic frontiers and economic 
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self-sufficiency, must be abandoned as a criterion for 
boundary demarcation. The experience of the pres- 
ent war has cast great doubt upon the efficacy of 
strategic frontiers for security; and all of recent 
economic history tends to make obsolete the idea that 
any nation needs, or can possibly have, a full supply 
of the economic resources required for subsistence 
and self defense. 

Thus, if the Soviet Union requires certain guar- 
antees of military or political nature with regard to 
its neighboring countries, it is not at all possible to 
infer from this necessity that it must annex those 
countries. Everything the Soviet Union needs on the 
Baltic coast could be provided through treaties giving 
Russia the requisite military and economic rights in 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. The Soviet Union can 
afford, and for the sake of that collective security in 
which it is interested no less than any other of the 
United Nations, should be prepared—should indeed 
prefer—to settle the question of boundaries, or of the 
independence of certain of its neighbors, on the basis 
of the inalienable right of self-determination. 

If this procedure is adopted, one may well imagine 
that on ethnic grounds those provinces of Poland 
where the majority of the population is White Rus- 
sian and Ukrainian should choose to join the bulk of 
their compatriots, who have been citizens of the Soviet 
Union for over twenty years. If the Baltic countries 
should prefer to continue the independent existence 
which they have enjoyed for an equal period of time 
without evincing the desire to merge themselves in 
the Soviet Union, then they have every right to do so. 


The American Jewish Committee 
Memorandum 


_ MEMORANDUM submitted on January 17 
to the British Ambassador to the United States by 
the American Jewish Committee should serve to im- 
press Downing Street with the fact that there is no 
single organized Jewish group willing to make peace 
with the Palestine policy of the White Paper. Lord 
Halifax himself must have been convinced by the 
interview he granted to Judge Proskauer that his 
own occasional attempts to “prove” that the Jewish 
National Home has already been established, thus 
relieving Great Britain of any further obligation to 
the Jews, make little impression even upon the non- 
Zionists and anti-Zionists in America. The hopes 
that certain English supporters of the White Paper 
may have had in the American Jewish Committee 
should be finally dissipated by this evidence that 
even they regard what the Jews now possess in Pales- 


tine as no more than a beginning, and demand the 
continuation of Jewish immigration and intensive 
settlement. The Memorandum also protests, some- 
what mildly to be sure, against the British policy of 
drawing in neighboring Arab States as parties in de- 
termining a settlement of the question, while ignor- 
ing the Jewish Agency which, according to the terms 
of the Mandate, is the body with which the govern- 
ment is to consult and cooperate in developing the 
country. The emphasis of the Committee’s Memo- 
randum, however, centered as it is upon the purely 
legal question of equal rights for Jews already in 
Palestine or wishing to come there, is likely to do the 
Jewish cause considerable damage. The demand that 
Jews shall not be discriminated against by law in 
Palestine, natural as it is, no guarantee that prac- 
tical opportunities will be available for actually ex- 
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panding the Jewish settlement in Palestine, in accord- 
ance with its capacity and with the needs of the Jew- 
ish people. The British Government can conceivably 
abandon the MacDonald formula, that Jewish immi- 
gration after a certain point must have Arab consent, 
and still establish such conditions—of formal equal- 
ity—that very few Jews will actually be admitted to 
Palestine. If, for example, the British Government 
should return to the criterion of economic absorptive 
capacity—certainly a “just” criterion; for who can 
demand that a country admit more immigrants than 
it “can”?—the gain may be very small. Everything 
depends on how that principle would be applied, and 
who would judge how many Jews might be sup- 
ported by the country in present conditions or under 
conditions to be created by development plans. The 
half million Jews who settled in Palestine over the 
past twenty-five years were absorbed in spite of 
the official British view as to the capacity of the 
country, but in accordance with our own Jewish con- 
ceptions and needs. This was achieved against the 
perennial sabotage of our economic plans by the Ad- 
ministration, for reasons of “political expediency,” or 
because of their simple “inability” to cooperate in a 
project so utterly foreign to the conceptions they had 
become accustomed to and brought with them from 
a number of backward colonial countries. 

The American Jewish Committee’s demand that 
Palestine be administered under international super- 
vision does not alter the case. Juridically, there was 
such supervision under the Mandate before the out- 
break of the present war. To establish a new inter- 
national control would create opportunities for the 
Jews only if the Jewish Agency were to be granted 
more significant powers than it has had hitherto, in- 
cluding certain state powers, such as the administra- 
tion upon its own responsibility of questions relating 
to Jewish immigration and colonization. Twenty 
years of experience have shown that the Agency is 
competent to administer such matters, even with 
bound hands and against the sabotage of English 
officials. But such an extension of the Jewish Agen- 
cy’s power would smack too much of the “common- 
wealth” idea, and at this point the American Jewish 
Committee finds it necessary to emphasize its differ- 
ence from Zionists and from the bulk of the American 
Jewish community. 


* * * 


We do not wish to question the sincerity of the 
Committee’s declaration that it is interested in the 
further growth of the Yishuv through Jewish mass 
immigration. It must be sheer stubbornness, then, that 
blinds this group to the simple truth that, while it 
was possible years ago to speak seriously of large- 
scale Jewish colonization in Palestine without a defi- 
nite and more or less final status of the country, today 
such an attitude becomes more absurd every hour. 
There have been such decisive changes in the Near 
East recently, culminating in the virtual independence 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


of Syria and the Lebanon, that the problem of the po- 
litical status of Palestine cannot be indefinitely post- 
poned. It will be impossible to conduct large-scale 
colonization in Palestine if it is to remain the only 
country in that area with an uncertain status, because 
of the resulting constant tension and intrigue. The 
Arabs must know clearly and become accustomed to 
the idea that, while they are granted independence 
in all the other countries where they are now domi- 
nant, and their rights and welfare will be protected 
in Palestine, all the undeveloped resources of that 
country are reserved for the Jews, who have specific 
political rights there. But the American Jewish Com- 
mittee does not wish to recognize these facts. It is 
content with a juridical formula permitting the Jews 
to come to Palestine and buy land, the actual effect 
of which would be to free Great Britain of the stigma 
of having enacted racial and religious discrimination 
in Palestine but not to make available those opportu- 
nities for construction and growth which we need so 
badly. Without certain political powers delegated to 
us internationally, the Jewish people will be con- 
demned to helplessness at a crucial time. 

If the American Jewish Committee’s Memoran- 
dum will strengthen the impression which already 
prevails in London, that there are no Jews willing 
to accept the White Paper, it will also be used as 
evidence that there are prominent American Jews 
who feel it to be their duty to oppose so-called “ex- 
tremist” Jewish demands. At several points in the 
Memorandum, hostility to the Commonwealth de- 
mand and to the American Jewish Conference are 
clearly expressed, and this on the eve of vital political 
conversations in Washington and particularly in 
London. It would have been better if the American 
Jewish Committee had never intervened at all. The 
White Paper is so discredited already that we may 
well hope the British Government will not find it 
possible to put its decisive provisions into effect. 
Such help as the American Jewish Committee Memo- 
randum gave us in the fight against the White Paper 
cannot compensate for the injury which it did by 
pointedly stressing its opposition to the principle of 
a Jewish Commonwealth. 

Let the representatives of the Committee not be 
surprised if there is a general tendency to condemn 
their Memorandum as an underhanded act of sabo- 
tage, at a time when the elementary duty of any Jew 
is at the very least not to obstruct. 
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Slanders the Jews 


by David ben Gurion 


This article is excerpted from an address delivered by 
David ben Gurion on October 4, 1943 before Asefat Ha- 
nivkharim (the Representative Assembly of the Jews) in 
Palestine. The Assembly convened shortly after the second 
highly publicized “gun-running” trial. 


HE NATIONAL COUNCIL spoke for the en- 

tire community, and probably not for Palestine 
alone, when it stated, after a verdict of guilt was 
passed against Sirkin and Reichlin, that their trial 
“was not conducted exclusively against the two ac- 
cused, and that the prosecutors were far more intent 
on heaping calumny upon the Yishuv, its institu- 
tions, and its war effort than proving the guilt of the 
two men.” 

On August 12, immediately after the trial of the 
two British soldiers, Harris and Stoner, which served 
as a prelude to the trials of Sirkin and Reichlin, the 
Jewish Agency transmitted to His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in England, through the High Commissioner, a 
protest against the anti-Semitic charges made at that 
trial by the officer defending the two Englishmen. 
The Agency stated that the slanderous remarks of 
counsel for the defense were part of a deliberate 
attempt by an anti-Semitic cabal in Palestine to dis- 
credit the Jewish war effort, to defame the Jewish 
Agency, and damage the good name of Jewish sol- 
diers among their British and Allied comrades. 

The Reichlin-Sirkin Trial 

The trial of Reichlin and Sirkin was marked by a 
slanderous intent of the same general character. 
There were actually two trials in one: the first, of 
two individual Jews; the other, of the entire Jewish 
collectivity. Although we are chiefly concerned in 
exposing the malice and falsehood of the second 
accusation, a few words must first be said in the 
interests of truth about the charges against Reichlin 
and Sirkin. As to this, I may say quite simply, and 
with all due respect for the Military Court: it was a 
perversion of justice. 

No explanation of the verdict was offered. Mili- 
tary judges are not required to explain the considera- 
tions of fact and law which determine their decisions. 
For this reason we have no way of evaluating or 
criticising the judges’ reasoning, but must rely en- 
tirely upon the evidence of the witnesses for the 
prosecution and the defense. Legal experts in this 
country, Jews and English alike, have informed us 
that after the witnesses for the prosecution had been 
heard it was clear that the charge against Sirkin and 
Reichlin had not been substantiated. It had not even 
been proved that any crime had been committed. 
Nobody saw even a single rifle or a single bullet 
brought to the country. After the defense witnesses 
were heard, it became clear beyond any possibility of 


doubt that Sirkin was entirely innocent, while the 
charge against Reichlin remained unsubstantiated, 
both as regards the actual crime—assuming that any 
crime had been committed—and as regards Reich- 
lin’s participation in the alleged crime. 

No impartial person can give any credence to the 
testimony of the three witnesses for the prosecution. 
Two of them (Harris and Stoner, the defendants in 
the earlier trial—Ed.) were deserters from the Brit- 
ish army, who had broken their oath to king and 
country, participated in hashish smuggling together 
with Arabs, sold tires and bullets stolen from the 
army to Arabs, stolen money in a Haifa hotel, and 
attempted robbery in Haifa. One of the soldiers had 
committed theft and robbery before, in England. As 
for the third witness, she was the common “friend” 
of these two valiant heroes. While still a child in 
Holland she had been sent to a reformatory school, 
and here in Palestine engaged in one of the oldest of 
professions. She received from the two soldiers not 
merely gifts for services rendered, but also a share in 
the profits of their criminal pursuits. These three wit- 
nesses for the prosecution confessed that they had 
lied several times in the course of that very trial; 
they contradicted the evidence that they themselves 
had given on various occasions, while each of them 
contradicted the evidence of the others. It was only 
after conversations in prison, when a “rehearsal for 
the trial” was held, the participants in which—apart 
from the two soldiers—we do not know, that in 
some wonderful way they succeeded in reconciling 
all contradictions in each one’s own evidence and 
between their respective testimonies. In the evidence 
later given in open court all necessary corrections 
were made to give full support to the arguments of 
the prosecution. 


On the other hand, evidence was offered by citi- 
zens of Palestine, upon the reliability and good 
standing of whom no unbiased person could cast a 
shadow of doubt. Such was the evidence of Mrs. 
Roseman, Argaman, Haikin, and others, all of them 
known -as upright people in whose character and 
behavior the prosecution could not find a single 
stain. Their evidence was so plain and simple, so 
stamped with truth, that the prosecution was abso- 
lutely unable to shake it. 

Moreover, a Lebanese handwriting expert was 
brought to the trial; though it is impossible to under- 
stand why the Palestine Government could find no 
expert in the country itself. But even the expert 
brought from the Lebanon only declared it probable 
that the writing in evidence resembled that of Sirkin. 
It is quite possible, said he, that it resembles the writ- 
ing of Sirkin; but he stressed that he was unable to 
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state this with absolute certainty or to take any oath 
on it. As against this the clear opinion was heard of 
three other experts from the country itself, including 
that of a police expert, that the handwriting in ques- 
tion did not resemble Sirkin’s. But the police expert 
was found ineligible. He is a Jew, and in the opinion 
of the prosecutor, a Jew cannot give truthful evi- 
dence in such a trial. 

Finally, there is good reason to assume that evi- 
dence was fabricated for the prosecution. In the 
earlier case against the two “Aryan” soldiers, the 
counsel for the defense, Major Verdin, stated that 
one of his clients—I believe it was Harris—identi- 
fied the photograph of the Chairman of the Jewish 
Agency Executive (David ben Gurion—Ed.) while 
he was in prison. He was shown seventeen or eight- 
een different photographs and recognized that of the 
Chairman of the Jewish Agency Executive as the 
image of a man whom he had seen in a Haifa cafe in 
the company of the leaders of the alleged arms pur- 
chasing group. This stupid charge is beneath con- 
tempt; yet, it invites comment because of this puz- 
zling question: Who included that photograph 
among those shown to Harris? Certainly, neither of 
the two soldiers did so. It could only have been done 
by some detective. Now who was it that pointed it out 
and said to Harris: Do you recognize this picture, it 
is the photo of the Chairman of the Jewish Agency 
Executive? And was this diligent official alone or did 
he have assistants? 

There are two other surprising points. Both 
“Aryan” soldiers deserted in time of war, yet for 
some reason they were not charged with this at their 
trial. The second point concerns the third witness 
for the prosecution, the common concubine of the 
two soldiers: She received a solemn and public 
promise from the prosecutor in the name of the 
Palestine Government that she would not be brought 
to trial. How can these things be explained? 

I know that errors are possible in the best-run 
trials. British courts are famous, not only in Eng- 
land but throughout the world, for the scrupulous 
fairness of their judges and their excellent and 
straightforward procedure; but even there wrong 
decisions are possible. Yet, all the circumstances of 
this trial give reason to suppose that there is some- 
thing graver than a mere error involved here. 


“Not a Political Trial” 


In the closing days of the trial, the presiding 
officer announced that it was not a political trial and, 
in accordance with this statement, the defense was 
prevented from correcting a number of malicious 
statements by the prosecutor against public bodies in 
Palestine: against the Hapoel Athletic Organization, 
against the General Federation of Jewish Labor, and 
other bodies. But the prosecutor, Major Baxter, does 
not seem to have heard the presiding judge, for he 
continued his political attacks, without interruption. 
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It should be remarked, in the interest of truth, 
that it was not the prosecutor in this trial who began 
the political attack, but the officer defending the two 
“Aryan” soldiers in the preceding case; but we are by 
no means certain whether he was the initiator of 
these accusations. Arms trials have not been uncom- 
mon in this country. It is no secret that the arms 
thefts and purchases were widespread in all the 
Near Eastern countries during the last War, and to 
an even greater degree in the present war. Arms are 
stolen on a large scale in Syria, Iraq, Egypt, Trans- 
jordan and Western Palestine. Money is now plenti- 
ful in the Arab settlements and everybody who is 
able to do so endeavors to acquire arms either for 
himself or for purposes of trade. The stealing of 
arms is particularly widespread in the South of Pales- 
tine, in the Gaza and Beersheba districts; and it is not 
restricted to small arms. A few months ago, purely 
by accident, a British officer found an anti-aircraft 
gun which had been stolen by Arabs in the vicinity 
of Gaza. Some months ago an Arab boat was caught 
with a vast quantity of arms; but never have we 
heard of the authorities publishing statements and 
making broadcasts regarding such matters. 

About two months before the trial of Sirkin and 
Reichlin, a British soldier was charged with having 
stolen weapons from his comrades-in-arms and sell- 
ing them to Arabs. The soldier received a heavy sen- 
tence of twelve years’ imprisonment. A journalist 
wished to send this information to his paper. He 
went to the Military Censor and informed him that 
such and such a soldier had been sentenced for steal- 
ing guns from the army and selling them to Arabs. 
The Censor crossed out the word “Arabs” and wrote 
“civilians.” 

In the very case we are discussing, when Sirkin’s 
counsel asked one of the witnesses for the prosecu- 
tion, the valiant hero Harris, whether he had sold 
rifles and ammunition to Arabs, the prosecutor 
promptly interrupted, protested the question, and re- 
quested the presiding officer not to permit such ques- 
tions to be asked “for reasons of security”; and his re- 
quest was complied with. But when two Jews were 
tried on such a charge, the authorities made use of 
special means to ensure that the case should receive 
worldwide publicity. One Government agency— 
if I do not err, the Public Information Office of the 
Government—sent a special invitation, some days 
before the trial, to representatives of the American 
press stationed in Egypt, and specifically the Amer- 
icans, to attend an interesting trial that was going to 
be held in Jerusalem 

Now, this is strange. We had to wait almost three 
years for that case, in order to hear in public from a 
British officer that there are Jewish soldiers in the 
Middle East. There were campaigns in France, in 
Egypt, in Lybia, in Greece, in Crete, in Cyrenaica, in 
Tunis, and in Sicily; Jewish soldiers and Jewish mili- 
tary units from Palestine took part in them all. Yet 
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not once did we hear about this from any official 
military source. The official bulletins mention only 
“Palestinian” soldiers. With respect to the war and 
in casualty lists, whether they were captured, wound- 
ed, or slain on the battlefield, they were merely “Pal- 
estinians.” Only in this trial was it declared—and 
not by us but by an authorized representative of the 
army in this country—that there are Jewish soldiers 
and Jewish units. Not merely was it proclaimed; but 
American journalists were especially invited to hear 
this item of news, and to announce it vociferously to 
America. 

Not everything, to be sure, was sent abroad. 
There were occasions when the censorship inter- 
vened. The prosecution expert on Hebrew and ver- 
acity, Sergeant Keeley, failed publicly in nine tests 
which were prepared for him, and it was demon- 
strated that he does not properly understand Hebrew 
conversation, and that even when something is said 
in English he does not remember what has been said. 
Certain journalists intended to cable this news 
abroad. The censor, however, intervened and, as the 
foreign correspondents reported, they were not per- 
mitted to report Keeley’s failure. 


The Yishuv and the War Effort 


In the veidict delivered against Sirkin and Reichlin 
there is one sentence with which, no matter what we 
think of the verdict and the entire conduct of the 
trial, it is impossible for any Jew not to agree whole- 
heartedly. It is the sentence which runs as follows: 
“Every individual must contribute toward victory 
and peace.” 

Yet everything we know about the preparation of 
this trial, about the methods of the prosecution, 
about the circumstances in which this trial was ar- 
ranged and what preceded it, does not leave any 
doubt that here there was no real concern for safe- 
guarding the war effort. 

It is not concern for the war effort but concern for 
the continuation of the White Paper policy after the 
war which has been the main and chief motive in this 
campaign of calumniation. And it may therefore be 
assumed that the tide of calumny is not yet at an end 
and will not end soon. 

The authors of the White Paper were well aware 
that their policy ran absolutely counter to inter- 
national obligations and was a breach of trust to the 
Jewish people. Yet those who at that time—the 
days of Munich and the notorious policy of appease- 
ment—stood at the wheel of government in England 
paid no attention to such trifles. The policy followed 
by those short-sighted ministers was to throw over 
weak friends in order to appease strong foes. One of 
the editors of the White Paper defined the method in 
a classical sentence. He said: “Where there is a con- 
flict btween moral values and administrative require- 
ments, the moral values have to give way.” The 
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moral values were an international undertaking, jus- 
tice to the Jewish people, good faith; the administra- 
tive requirements were the appeasement of foes at 
the cost of friends. The foe in Europe was Hitler; the 
foe in Palestine was the Mufti. In Europe Czecho- 
slovakia was thrown over, in the belief that this 
would gain the friendship of Hitler; in Palestine the 
Jews were thrown over in the belief that this would 
gain the friendship of the Mufti. 

And this was the explanation of the “administra- 
tive necessity” for the White Paper; war might break 
out, the Middle East might become a seat of battle; 
important lines of communication run through it 
and there are oilfields there. These pass through 
Arab countries, and we must ensure the friendship of 
the Arabs. To this end it is necessary to liquidate the 
Balfour Declaration, and the whole Mandate must 
be overturned. Not that these remarks were made in 
precisely the terms I offer; but that was what they 
amounted to in essence. 

Hitler and the Mufti were not appeased by Britain, 
and the sacrifice of Czechoslovakia and the Jews was 
of no avail. In September 1939 the war broke out— 
and the Mufti became the open ally of Hitler. 


The war reached the Middle East. It approached 
Egypt and Iraq, two countries allied with Britain, 
political and military allies. It also approached Pal- 
estine and Syria and the whole Middle East; and the 
White Paper did not win even a single Arab heart. 
Hitler remained as popular as ever. 

The Fascist forces reached Egypt; Egypt remained 
neutral. Iraq, to be sure, did draw sword from scab- 
bard, but not against Hitler. The sword was a knife 
which they tried to thrust into England’s back. 
When Rashid Ali was defeated, the Mufti fled to 
Berlin, and to this day he lives in Nazi Germany not 
as a prisoner of war, like hundreds of Palestinian 
Jews, but as an ally of Hitler. The henchmen of the 
Mufti in Palestine and elsewhere acquire arms, and 
even if the Military Censor transforms them into 
“civilians” they remain Arabs. If the enthusiasm for 
Hitier and Nazism has slackened of late in a number 
of Arab countries and they are beginning—osten- 
sibly and openly at least—to sing songs of praise to 
democracy, this is not at all on account of the White 
Paper of May 1939 but because of the victories of 
the Eighth Army in May 1943. The breach of trust 
towards the jews has not produced any dividends, 
and the system of “administrative convenience” has 
failed in the Middle East just as it did in Europe. In 
the whole Middle East there has been only one ele- 
ment which has stood firm and faithful beside 
Britain and actively shared in the war: the Yishuv in 
Palestine. 

All the Jews, like many of the best of the English, 
regarded the White Paper policy as a cruel and un- 
fair blow dealt them by the Government of a great 
people. They were prepared for desperate resistance, 
and even showed this resistance before the war; but 
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as soon as the war broke out they immediately de- 
clared, without delay and whole-heartedly, that their 
place in the struggle was at the side of Britain, and 
that whatever was within their limited power to give 
for the war—whether in men, material, or spirit— 
they would gladly give. For the opposition to the 
White Paper was never an opposition to England; 
and the war which Britain declared on September 3, 
1939 against Nazi Germany was regarded by the 
Jewish people as their own war. 

In the anti-Semitic address vouchsafed us by the 
defense counsel during the trial of Harris and Stoner, 
the ugliest and most despicable part was the charge 
against the Jewish soldiers who fight in the Middle 
East. “So long,” said this gentleman in military uni- 
form, “as there was danger of Nazi concentration 
camps for Jews in Palestine, Jewish soldiers did 
praiseworthy deeds, but as soon as the front receded 
from the borders of this country they turned their 
attention to other matters and began to injure the 
war effort.” This speech, which deserves a place 
alongside the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, reveals 
that its military author is far more familiar with anti- 
Semitic and Nazi literature than with the history of 
the war in the Middle East and the war effort of the 
Jews of Palestine. It was not when there was dan- 
ger of invasion, but when the war was distant not 
merely from Palestine but from all the countries. of 
the Middle East, and the Eastern Mediterranean, that 
Jewish soldiers from Palestine began to participate 
in the Battle of France. 

On the day war broke out, the Jewish Agency pro- 
claimed a general registration of volunteers for ser- 
vice in Palestine. Within a few days about eighty 
thousand men and fifty thousand women, between 
the ages of 18 and 50, responded. In December 
1939, a long time prior to the entry of Italy into the 
war, the Jewish Agency proposed that a Jewish divi- 
sion be organized for service in the west. All our 
proposals were rejected by the Chamberlain Govern- 
ment in London and the White Paper authorities in 
Palestine. 

We were aware of the importance of “shipping 
space” in this war, and proposed to the Government 
in London and Jerusalem that the economic poten- 
tialities of the Yishuv should be utilized. We were 
prepared to supply many of the army’s requirements 
from this country, in order to save shipping space for 
other fronts. Of all this the patriotic defending coun- 
sel knows nothing; none of this was cabled to Amer- 
ica even once. But only the false charge that Jewish 
soldiers from Palestine are not interested in the war 
except in so far as they fear concentration camps was 
cabled to America, and was heard without rebuke by 
three officers sitting in judgment. 

The course of the war in the Middle East has 
demonstrated the falsity of the White Paper policy, 
for a strange paradox has developed: those who 
‘benefit from the White Paper have not helped in the 
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war; the only support came from those sacrificed by 
the White Paper. If the policy was to be defended, it 
became necessary to falsify the real situation in the 
Middle East. On the one hand it was necessary to 
conceal from world public opinion, and first and fore- 
most from the public opinion of England and Amer- 
ica, that the Arab countries have not helped in the 
war, and that considerable influence is still exercised 
among them by the pro-Nazi forces who prayed for 
the victory of Hitler and were prepared (and for that 
matter are still prepared, quite hopelessly, fortu- 
nately for us) to join the Nazi camp the moment it 
becomes clear that Hitler is about to win. Yet the 
agents of the White Paper describe the Arab peoples 
as the most faithful helpers of England and the 
United Nations. It is correct that following the Brit- 
ish victory over Germany in North Africa the Iraqi 
Premier declared war on Germany. That is well. 
Yet since that declaration we have not heard of any 
fighting by the Iraqi army, we have not heard that 
any Iraqi military forces have been sent to any front 
whatsoever. All this is passed over in purposeful 
silence; just as silence is maintained about the ques- 
tionable attitude, an attitude not far from revolt, 
which was evinced by the Arab Frontier Force in 
Transjordan during the period when Rashid Ali was 
in power in Baghdad; as silence is maintained about 
the decisive fact that from all the allies of England in 
the Middle East not a single platoon has been sent to 
help the British or American army. 

Yet these misrepresentatioons are not sufficient. It 
is necessary to slander the Jews, to calumniate Jewish 
soldiers; it is necessary to hide the fact that they are 
Jews when they fight and fall in battle; but it is 
necessary to pillory their Jewishness and proclaim it 
through international loudspeakers when an oppor- 
tunity arises to abuse them. 


Jewish Self Defense 


The accusers however are not satisfied merely with 
rendering our war effort odious. That measure alone 
is not so certain. After all, the facts speak for them- 
selves. The contribution of the Jewish economy in 
Palestine, of Jewish science and knowledge in Pales- 
tine, the contribution of our human material in Pal- 
estine, the recruiting of thousands of our sons and 
daughters for service by land, sea, and air—these are 
a living rebuttal of these vain charges. Other means 
are therefore necessary. Nightmare stories whispered 
to every British policeman and every British officer 
not only in Palestine but throughout the Middle East; 
nightmare stories of a Jewish revolt, of Jewish de- 
fense, of Jewish terrorism rampant among the Jewish 
population. 

I do not suffer from the illusion that by exposing 
these false charges we shall make an end of this slan- 
der; for the slander has a specific political purpose 
and therefore will not cease to be whispered until the 
political future of the country has been decided. Nor 
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is there anything new in all this. We still remember 
what happened in the previous war. At that time as 
well there was an anti-Semitic and anti-Zionist band 
here which did all it could to upset the declared pol- 
icy of His Majesty's Government. But anti-Semitic 
influences are effective through ignorance as well as 
malice. We shall not make the malicious any better, 
but for the sake of those who err through lack of 
information it is necessary to explain the situation as 
it is. 

I shall begin with the defense organization, the 
Hagana. Here too I shall say very simply: The 
Jews have a self-defense organization. 

It is not a hired defense, not a compulsory defense, 
but a voluntary self-defense of young Jewish men 
and women to safeguard the peace of the Yishuv. 

The Hagana is as old as the Yishuv. Who were 
the first to establish the Hagana in Palestine? 

The first generation of Jewish settlers in Palestine 
which founded Rishon, Gedera, Zikhron and Rosh 
Pina, had its local defenders in each spot. A country- 
wide organization for defense was established only at 
the beginning of the workers’ immigration after 
1905. This, known as the Second Aliya, raised the 
banner of Jewish labor and the Jewish armed guard, 
and the Hashomer organization was founded. I do 
not know whether the Turkish Government gave it 
official sanction. It seems they did not ask for any 
sanction at all. It was my privilege to work at Sejera 
in those days, and in view of the uncertain state of 
security I had to go out to plough in the fields with a 
rifle on my shoulder. I remember that Joshua Han- 
kin, with the permission of the farm manager, Mr. 
Eliyahu Krause, brought us rifles from Haifa. I do 
not know whether those rifles were acquired with the 
permission of the Turkish Government. Not one of 
us was interested in knowing. 

When the British arrived here during the last war, 
following the Balfour Declaration, these lads of Ha- 
shomer, whose weapons were the apple of their eyes, 
resolved to disband. They were of the opinion that 
thenceforth there would be no need for a Jewish de- 
fense. An enlightened, friendly European power had 
entered the country; a power which recognized the 
right of the Jewish people to their homeland, and 
which had undertaken to promote the establishment 
of the Jewish National Home. But they promptly 
saw that they had made some sort of mistake in their 
calculations. First came the incident of Tel Hai in 
the winter of 1920. Then followed the first riots in 
Jerusalem during April 1920. Then came the riots 
of May 1921, when young Jews again realized that 
they themselves must protect the Yishuv. Since that 
time self-defense, Hagana, has continued in Pal- 
estine. 

I regard it as my duty—a duty which gives me 
much satisfaction—to remark that not only our 
young men, not only the whole of the Yéshuv, but 
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three British High Court judges also recognized the 
necessity for a Jewish self-defense; indeed, the duty 
of and justification of self-defense. 

On November 2, 1921 an Arab demonstration 
was arranged, by the Mufti as usual. Two hundred 
Arabs collected at Bab al Silsileh in Jerusalem and 
broke through the police lines to run riot in the 
Jewish Quarter. Forty young Jews came to meet 
them with grenades in hand, which they used to such 
good purpose that a few of the assailants were killed. 
Three of these young fellows were brought to trial 
and received heavy sentences of six, ten, and eleven 
years at hard labor. We appealed against this sen- 
tence, and the case came before the High Court. 

In their verdict the three members of the High 
Court, all of them “Aryans,” Christians, and English- 
men, declared: “The bombs were thrown by the 
Jews when the mob had burst through the police 
lines; and the throwing of the bombs stopped the 
attack of the mob. The actions of the Jews were not 
illegal for they set out to defend themselves against 
the Arabs. The Jews could not stand with arms 
folded and do nothing. On the contrary, it was the 
duty of the Jews to defend their families and them- 
selves at a time when the police could do nothing 
because their numbers were too small and they had 
to restrain the Arab mob. The Jews defended them- 
selves against the Arabs and did not do any criminal 
act. And therefore those who were among the group 
of Jews did not do anything illegal. We have there- 
fore decided to annul the sentences imposed on these 
three accused, and to set them free.” 

We know what happened to the Jews in those few 
places where there was no Hagana; what happened 
to the Jews of Hebron and Safed. 

In the case of Sirkin and Reichlin the Prosecutor, 
Major Baxter, asked one of the witnesses, Mrs. 
Goldie Meyerson, when she spoke of the Hagana: 
“Are you aware of the fact that you have thirty thou- 
sand special police who received arms and ammuni- 
tion from the Government?” Major Baxter is a 
great expert on Jewish affairs, and knows every 
speech delivered by any Jew in this country through- 
out these years. But apparently he does not know 
what a law officer in this country ought to have 
known: that in the Jewish settlements of Palestine 
there are only 2,592 Jewish special police on active 
duty and receiving wages for the defense of the Jew- 
ish settlements. It is true that there are an additional 
17,700 (not 30,000) special police, of whom about 
15,000 are in the agricultural settlements and about 
2,800 in the towns. But for all of them together— 
including the special constabulary on active duty, 
there are less than 7,000 rifles. Moreover, those rifles 
may also be taken from them by an arbitrary de- 
cision of the authorities. 

The policy of the Jewish Agency is to secure ade- 
quate Jewish defense for every Jewish settlement 
with the consent of the Government, with official 
arms, training, and supervision. To some de- 
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gree we have been successful in this, and we value 
what little that the government has done in this re- 
gard. Yet to our regret it has never been done on an 
adequate scale, and is certainly inadequate now in 
view of the open and active incitement which, if not 
directed to that end, is liable to lead to a renewal of 
Arab terrorist attacks. Even now it is impossible to 
ignore the dangers which lie before the Yishuv as a 
result of the White Paper. According to the White 
Paper the control of the country should shortly be 
handed over to the Arab majority. And if British 
rule from 1920 until now did not succeed in protect- 
ing us, can anybody imagine that the Jews will trust 
the Mufti and his comrades? During the Arab dis- 
turbances of 1936-1939 Jews were not the only ones 
to be killed by Arab terrorists. The number of Arabs 
who fell at the hands of the Mufti’s gangs was no 
smaller than that of the Jews murdered. And the 
Jews of Palestine cannot forget, as others have has- 
tened to do, the fate of the Assyrians in Iraq. 

Nor yet the Baghdad Riots of June 1941, in which 
more than five hundred Jews were killed. Every 
decent and understanding person must understand 
what the three Judges of the High Court understood, 
that under the conditions of Palestine the Yishuv 
can only rely on a defense which is under its own 
authority and dependent only upon itself—that is, 
a self-defense. Even a Jewish defense force which is 
dependent upon others is not always able to defend 
an attacked locality. To give only one example: in 
April 1920, during the first pogrom in Jerusalem, 
there were Jewish battalions in the country. At the 
time I had the honor of being a soldier in the Jewish 
battalions. I was still in uniform when the Jerusalem 
riots began. The Jewish force was not sent to defend 
the Jews of Jerusalem. It could not go by itself (and 
no other military force was sent for the defense). 
And the pogrom lasted three days! As long as there 
is no security for Jewish life, a defense force is a 
necessity. The Jews cannot and must not renounce 
their right to defend themselves. 


The Nature of Jewish Self Discipline 


Since the Yishuv has existed in this country there 
has not been even a single instance of a Jewish at- 
tack on an Arab settlement! It seems to me that 
there has been no settlement in the world either in 
ancient or modern times, which can pride itself on 
such a record. I doubt whether any historian of colo- 
nization can say as much about non-Jewish settle- 
ment anywhere in the world. We are proud of the 
purity of our weapons, no less than we are proud of 
our young men and women who know how to use 
arms for self-defense. 

The Yishuv did not draw back because of Arab 
terror. It will not be frightened by calumniators and 
slanderers. The Yishuv ignores provocation and does 
not besmirch its arms; and in the future too it will 
continue to guard the purity of its arms amd the 
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justice of its defense. This is a pioneer community 
which has come to revive the homeland and which 
aims at work, upbuilding, creative effort, and peace. 
From these purposes it will not retreat. If attacked 
it will defend itself, but never will it renounce the 
vision of peace, justice, and brotherhood. 

And this Yishuv, these Jews of Palestine who en- 
deavor to give form, in their lives and work, in the 
youth they are rearing, in the new forms of life which 
they are developing, to the moral values enunciated 
by the prophets of Israel, is represented to England 
and America as a community where terror is rife! 

From the words of our traducers it would seem 
that the entire Yishuv is split into two groups: one 
small and dominant and imposing its will by force 
and terror, and the second, consisting of the great 
majority, which submits out of fear and does what- 
ever it does, not of its free will, but under duress. The 
thirty thousand young men and women who volun- 
teered for the army and other services, did so simply 
because of compulsion; and those who did not join 
the army, likewise acted as they did because of com- 
pulsion. A Jew who testifies at a trial speaks or re- 
frains from speaking because he is afraid. 

In the Sirkin and Reichlin case somebody asked 
one of the witnesses: What business is it of the Jew- 
ish institutions to engage in recruiting? Isn’t there a 
Government in the country? You have to do what 
the Government tells you and it is not the affair of 
the Jewish institutions to worry about things like 
recruiting. And the prosecutor put in evidence ter- 
rorist leaflets without making it clear whence or 
from whom he had received them: his purpose being 
to prove that the Yishuv is dominated by terror. 

We are not particularly astonished that our ene- 
mies should charge us with crimes which are abso- 
lutely opposed to our real nature. There is nothing 
new in this. Two thousand one hundred years ago a 
Greek pagan writer charged the Jews with being 
a people of atheists. The reason for the accusation 
was clear. All the nations have gods who can be 
seen and felt, idols of wood and of stone, but the 
Jews have nothing real, neither statue nor graven 
image, neither picture nor drawing. Surely this proves 
that they are a nation without a god. And if nowa- 
days all the nations have governments and police 
and courts and prisons, and levy taxes which are col- 
lected by force, whereas the Jews have neither gov- 
ernment nor government instruments, yet neverthe- 
less conduct their lives in accordance with their own 
desires and by their own conception of right, and 
issue a recruiting order in response to which thou- 
sands volunteer, call for contributions and tens and 
hundreds of thousands of pounds are contributed, 
proclaim a protest and all the Yishuv protests— 
surely this can only mean that there must be some 
mysterious terrorist power which forces its will on 
the public by terrifying methods. 
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We know that there is no hope for those who 
know the truth and refuse to accept it. Yet there are 
those who make charges against us out of ignorance 
and to those we must say: the Jewish people is or- 
ganized and disciplined without compulsion and the 
use of terrorism—but through a moral concensus, 
through the free mutual cohesion of the members of 
a united people. And not only in Palestine but in the 
Diaspora as well. Had not the Jews been a united 
group all these two thousand years, not a trace of 
them would have been left, and in this way they 
would have been saved from the greatest sin which 
our enemies see in us—the sin of existing. But the 
people has been granted a tremendous will to live 
and has preserved its existence under the worst 
possible conditions; and one of its means for con- 
tinuing existence was internal union, internal disci- 
pline, and mutual aid. Despite the desires of many 
very powerful groups and individuals, the Jews have 
continued to exist: they possessed means of organi- 
zation and union, the like of which other nations 
did not know; means whose nature and force were 
exclusively moral. They had prescriptions of duty 
which were observed without physical coercion; 
and they also had taxes which were collected without 
police or judges. They had and still have customs of 
mutual aid such as possibly no other nation in the 
world possessed. All this exists without a state, with- 
out coercion and without police, deriving from the 
will to live and from a common fate, from persist- 
ency and a talent for living. We have established a 
national framework neither complete nor ordered, 
for we lacked the powers of an independent state, 
but we have maintained a minimum as a nec- 
essary substitute, and purely by the moral forces 
which we have raised from within. And it is not 
surprising that strangers should not understand us. 


If that is the situation in the Diaspora, it is far more 
true in Eretz Israel, for here we have laid a material 
foundation for our independent existence. One of 
the officers of the military court was astonished at the 
recruiting orders of the Jewish institutions. In his 
opinion all this was exclusively the affair of the 
Palestine Government, and we should have done 
exactly what it might tell us. Is it possible that these 
officer-judges have never once read the chief legal 
document which is the basis of the Palestine Consti- 
tution, the document known as the Palestine Man- 
date? Were they to read that document, it might pos- 
sibly make a number of things clear to them which 
apparently they were unaware of at the time of the 
trial. We Jews of Palestine are not British subjects 
and the Palestine Government is not in the same po- 
sition towards us as the British Government is to- 
wards British citizens. Here we have a Mandatory 
Government, which also means a temporary govern- 
ment for a specific purpose, whose chief function is 
to promote the establishment of the National Home. 
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The Jews in this country are in their National Home, 
and we have a body representing the entire Jew- 
ish people, as laid down in Article IV of the Mandate. 
The name of this body is the Jewish Agency. The 
Jews of Palestine have a different legal status from 
that of Jews throughout the world. A British Jew, 
however loyal to his people, is a British citizen; and 
as a citizen has not only privileges but also duties 
determined by the entire body of his co-nationals. 
The same applies to the Jews of America. But the 
Jews of Palestine, including those who have come 
here from England and America, are not English 
Jews or American Jews, but simply Jews, or, if you 
like, Jewish Jews. The Jews of Palestine are not 
subject to any non-Jewish state or nation. They are 
subject to the laws deriving from the Mandate, but 
their connection is with the Jewish people. We here 
are the nucleus of the Jewish nation in its Home- 
land, what is referred to in legal jargon as “The Jew- 
ish National Home.” What we are doing here 
we are doing for ourselves, that is for the Jewish 
nation, like the English for the English nation or the 
Russians for the Russian nation. 

The Jews of Palestine are morally subject to their 
nation, within those forms which the nation has cre- 
ated for the present, namely, the Jewish Agency and 
the Vaad Leumi. The Jews certainly have persons 
who break rules and some who resort to violence 
as well. Yet it is doubtful whether there is any 
human group in the world which is so responsive 
to moral rule as the Jewish group. Evidence of this 
is our volunteering to the war and our upbuilding of 
the country. This year the small Yishuv has contrib- 
uted more than a million pounds for various commu- 
nal and public requirements, without any duress or 
terrorism. From a certain quarter attempts were made 
at terrorism, in order to squeeze out money, but they 
were not successful. Money is not given through fear. 
The Jews are not quite such cowards. There was also 
recruiting for the army on a basis of free will, and 
in accordance with the appeal of our institutions, an 
appeal behind which stood only that public moral 
sanction which the community imposes on itself. In 
this war not a single nation has given so large a per- 
centage of persons who joined up of their own 
free will as was done by this small Yishuv. Naturally, 
the total number is not very large because the 
Yishuv is small, but on comparison the percentage 
is larger than that in other countries, higher than in 
England, Russia or America, and I honor the war 
effort of all those three countries. I have seen with 
my own eyes the war effort in England and never 
shall my respect fail before that effort and the physical 
and moral heroism which I observed during my five 
months’ stay in Britain between May and September 
1940, which were possibly the blackest months of 
this war when England stood alone. And I also saw 
something of America, and I read in the press 
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what is being done in Russia. We certainly cannot 
compare with those giants—in quantities! Half a 
million cannot do what is done by a nation of 180 
million or 130 million or even of 47 million. Yet 
the percentage of volunteers in our midst was greater 
than in those countries. In England, in Russia, and 
in America, the soldiers were conscripted by the Gov- 
ernment. I do not disapprove of that “compulsion.” 
To my great regret we have no Government of our 
own, and if anyone wishes to disregard a social obli- 
gation, he disregards it. Yet only a few do so. Thirty 
thousand people responded to our recruiting order. 
They did not join on account of fear. They obeyed 
their institutions because those were their institutions, 
because their own wills and the wills of their own 
institutions were identical. 


As to the Future... 


Our foes wish to make us hate the British and the 
British Army, for that is the way of making the Eng- 
lish and the Americans hate us. Our young men and 
women will not be affected by this provocation. Our 
thirty thousand volunteers will overlook the charges 
and legal officers who fling dirt at the Jewish people. 
Instead they will see the millions of the English, 
American, Russian and other nations who are fight- 
ing the war of humanity. It is with those that they 
have identified themselves hitherto, and it is with 
those that they will continue to identify themselves. 

The danger to Palestine has passed. The war has 
not passed or ceased as far as we are concerned. Vic- 
tory is drawing near, to be sure. It is certain. It can 
be seen on the horizon. Yet many torrents of blood 
will be shed before the final victory. And our young 
men at the front in various military services, together 
with the whole of the Yishuv, know and must know 
that myriads of silent fighters of whom we have 
heard next to nothing, hundreds of thousands of 
sailors afloat by day and night on all the seven seas, 
mostly British sailors without whom this war could 
not have continued even for a year; that hundreds of 
thousands of flying men, millions of soldiers on 
land, belonging to many nations, Chinese, Russians, 
English, Americans, Australians, and members of 
smaller nationalities—all of these together will bring 
the victory. These are the ones whom our lads see 
before them. The road to victory is not easy, not 
cheap, and not rapid. It is a road of blood and tears, 
suffering and distress, and it is a road that we shall 
all walk together. 


Nobody knows how long the war will continue, 
and what efforts will be required in order to achieve 
victory. Our share will not be lacking in those efforts. 
We can easily imagine what our sons and daughters 
feel in the sands of the desert, in the seas and the 
islands, far away and cut off from the country, when 
they hear of the mud being slung at us here within 
hearing of the whole world; we can judge what is 
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going on inside them. But there is a more serious and 
decisive fact. The decisive fact of this generation, and 
possibly of humanity for generations to come, is the 
war to destroy the bloody and tyrannous regime of 
the Nazis. This abominable regime will fall, but it 
has not yet fallen. The war continues, and it is our 
war. Our ears and theirs will hear the cry of human- 
ity weltering in blood, the cry of our brethren exter- 
minated in Poland; and to that cry we shall respond. 
As before we shall continue in full solidarity with all 
the millions of fighters wherever they may be; we 
shall continue as Jews, in the name of the Jewish 
people, for the Jewish nation. 


And finally, with regard to the poisonous libel 
whispered to every British policeman and soldier, a 
hint of which was also heard at the trial—the libel 
that the Jews in this country are the enemies of 
England, preparing to revolt, ready to fight against 
England. 


We have nothing to hide. We have opposed and 
shall oppose with all our power the policy of the 
White Paper. Yet only the enemies of England and 
those who falsify its character will identify the White 
Paper with England. We must not engage in this 
falsification ourselves, nor permit ourselves to be 
misled by provocation. England has had not only 
Malcolm MacDonald. It has also had Joshua Wedg- 
wood. England had not only Chamberlain. There was 
also Balfour. Major Baxter is not the only British 
officer we have known. There were also other of- 
ficers, for whom our boys were prepared to go 
through fire and water; and maybe we shall be priv- 
ileged to work with them again and they will be 
privileged to work with us. We know that the best 
heads of the Labor Movement, and the leading 
statesmen, have opposed this unworthy policy; and 
we can differentiate between the White Paper and 
England. We can also differentiate between a local 
dispute and a world dispute, between the relatively 
trivial and the essential; and though we still oppose 
the White Paper we have identified ourselves with 
fighting England. As long as the war continues the 
main thing is victory. Although we know and shall 
not forget that the destruction of Hitler does not 
itself redeem the Jewish people, we also know that 
without that victory there is no place anywhere for 
us. The entire whispering campaign of a Jewish re- 
volt against England is nothing but a foolish slander. 
We shall bring the White Paper to naught and shall 
defend ourselves against every attack, but the purpose 
of Zionism, the establishment of a Homeland for the 
Jewish people, will not be carried out by force. It can. 
not be carried out by force! A Homeland is created 
and not seized. We shall stand like a living wall to se- 
cure our full rights. Neither slander nor threats 
nor attacks will move us a hairsbreadth from the 
vision of full regeneration. If they knew anything 
about the history of our people, if they had grasped 
anything of our ways, our character and our purpose, 
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they should have known that the Jews are- not easily 
frightened off, no matter what difficulty faces them. 
We shall defend ourselves against attack, priva- 
tion of rights. Yet we shall carry out our redemption. 
No calumny or slander will make our spirits fall. We 
have faith in our future in the country. We build 
our faith on these three articles: the distress of our 
people, the desolation of our land, and our creative 
power. It is within our power to rebuild this desola- 
tion. And to these three is added something else: 
our faith in the conscience of humanity. More than 
any other people in the world have we suffered 
from human wickedness. Yet possibly more than any 
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other people in the world do we believe in the con- 
science of humanity. We could not have existed 
without this faith, and this faith never proved false 
even in the darkest days. There is a human conscience 
in the world. It is not always easy to reach it, and 
our foes wish to close the way to it in England and 
America. That is the aim and purpose of the false 
charges and the trials. But we shall breach the walls 
of animosity and shall reach the human conscience 
of England, of America, of Russia, and of other na- 
tions. Our mission will be accomplished, for it is 
just, it is practical, and it is dictated by necessity. 


The Responsibility of Opinion 


by Ben Halpern 


A THE prospect of victory becomes more con- 
crete, there are signs of increasing concern about 
our domestic post-war problems. Attention has been 
drawn repeatedly of late to one such problem by the 
series of race-riots and the sporadic outbreaks of anti- 
Semitic hoodlumism this country has experienced. At 
this time, when we are fighting the Nazis in Europe, 
and doing everything in our power to combat their 
intrigues in South America, we must be especially 
sensitive to similar tendencies at home. 

The organized anti-Semitic shock-troops of pre- 
war days have apparently disbanded, some of the 
leaders being under indictment for subversive activi- 
ties. Investigations of anti-Semitic juvenile gangs 
seem to confirm this impression, for the young offend- 
ers do not appear to have older, politically purposeful 
leaders at present. But these same investigations dis- 
close how deeply the example and teaching and the 
current propaganda of our native Nazis has influenced 
their youthful disciples, who, even without personal 
guidance, faithfully copy the slogans, the methods, 
and the very tactics of, for example, the Christian 
Front. So impressive is the evidence of Christian 
Front success in implanting and fostering the atti- 
tudes of racial hatred they are interested in, that there 
has been a renewed drive for education toward de- 
mocracy, and also for legislation to control group 
libel. 

The latter proposal has met with the approval of 
the majority of progressive groups (CIO, AFL, the 
American Jewish Congress, the editors of Common- 
weal); but certain eminent liberal lawyers oppose it. 
Since they argue on grounds of constitutionality, the 
lawyers take public opinion at a disadvantage; for it 
is hesitant to take sides on what appears to be a tech- 
nical question. 

Now, the greatest caution is necessary in taking 


the advice of experts. Their unquestioned competence 
within a restricted field lends an air of authority to 
their statements on every subject—an air which it 
is professionally advisable for them to assume. It is 
a very rare expert, indeed, who is daring enough to 
admit his incompetence in any matter remotely re- 
lated to his specialty. As a result, the most irrespon- 
sible judgments are frequently made by experts, 
speaking without knowledge but with great authority. 

Undoubtedly, the worst offenders, and those whose 
views should be most carefully scrutinized before 
accepting are lawyers. After all, what is a lawyer? 
A lawyer is an expert at predicting what a judge will 
think. This is a very important function, not only 
for individual litigants, but for groups who are in- 
terested in “progress” through legislation. It is al- 
ways well to know, if possible, what the courts will 
rule on legislation before proposing it. As long as 
the conditions determining the courts’ minds remain 
what they were when the precedents were established 
(which is something the lawyer is not professionally 
competent to judge, but which he tacitly assumes to 
be the case) a lawyer can make an expert guess on 
this point. It is advisable, therefore, to consult a com- 
petent lawyer, and take his advice into account: For 
example, in deciding whether or not to support the 
Lynch-Dickstein bills, banning from the mails “de- 
famatory and false” propaganda against “persons . . . 
identified . . . by race or religion,” it is important to 
know the chances of the courts’ upholding such a 
law as constitutional. Expert legal advice must be 
accepted as to this. 

But, when Mr. Arthur Garfield Hays, General 
Counsel of the American Civil Liberties Union, says, 
in a letter opposing these bills, that: 

“ _,. Racial hatred cannot be legislated out of ex- 
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what is being done in Russia. We certainly cannot 
compare with those giants—in quantities! Half a 
million cannot do what is done by a nation of 180 
million or 130 million or even of 47 million. Yet 
the percentage of volunteers in our midst was greater 
than in those countries. In England, in Russia, and 
in America, the soldiers were conscripted by the Gov- 
ernment. I do not disapprove of that “compulsion.” 
To my great regret we have no Government of our 
own, and if anyone wishes to disregard a social obli- 
gation, he disregards it. Yet only a few do so. Thirty 
thousand people responded to our recruiting order. 
They did not join on account of fear. They obeyed 
their institutions because those were their institutions, 
because their own wills and the wills of their own 
institutions were identical. 


As to the Future... 


Our foes wish to make us hate the British and the 
British Army, for that is the way of making the Eng- 
lish and the Americans hate us. Our young men and 
women will not be affected by this provocation. Our 
thirty thousand volunteers will overlook the charges 
and legal officers who fling dirt at the Jewish people. 
Instead they will see the millions of the English, 
American, Russian and other nations who are fight- 
ing the war of humanity. It is with those that they 
have identified themselves hitherto, and it is with 
those that they will continue to identify themselves. 

The danger to Palestine has passed. The war has 
not passed or ceased as far as we are concerned. Vic- 
tory is drawing near, to be sure. It is certain. It can 
be seen on the horizon. Yet many torrents of blood 
will be shed before the final victory. And our young 
men at the front in various military services, together 
with the whole of the Yishuv, know and must know 
that myriads of silent fighters of whom we have 
heard next to nothing, hundreds of thousands of 
sailors afloat by day and night on all the seven seas, 
mostly British sailors without whom this war could 
not have continued even for a year; that hundreds of 
thousands of flying men, millions of soldiers on 
land, belonging to many nations, Chinese, Russians, 
English, Americans, Australians, and members of 
smaller nationalities—all of these together will bring 
the victory. These are the ones whom our lads see 
before them. The road to victory is not easy, not 
cheap, and not rapid. It is a road of blood and tears, 
suffering and distress, and it is a road that we shall 
all walk together. 


Nobody knows how long the war will continue, 
and what efforts will be required in order to achieve 
victory. Our share will not be lacking in those efforts. 
We can easily imagine what our sons and daughters 
feel in the sands of the desert, in the seas and the 
islands, far away and cut off from the country, when 
they hear of the mud being slung at us here within 
hearing of the whole world; we can judge what is 
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going on inside them. But there is a more serious and 
decisive fact. The decisive fact of this generation, and 
possibly of humanity for generations to come, is the 
war to destroy the bloody and tyrannous regime of 
the Nazis. This abominable regime will fall, but it 
has not yet fallen. The war continues, and it is our 
war. Our ears and theirs will hear the cry of human- 
ity weltering in blood, the cry of our brethren exter- 
minated in Poland; and to that cry we shall respond. 
As before we shall continue in full solidarity with all 
the millions of fighters wherever they may be; we 
shall continue as Jews, in the name of the Jewish 
people, for the Jewish nation. 


And finally, with regard to the poisonous libel 
whispered to every British policeman and soldier, a 
hint of which was also heard at the trial—the libel 
that the Jews in this country are the enemies of 
England, preparing to revolt, ready to fight against 
England. 

We have nothing to hide. We have opposed and 
shall oppose with all our power the policy of the 
White Paper. Yet only the enemies of England and 
those who falsify its character will identify the White 
Paper with England. We must not engage in this 
falsification ourselves, nor permit ourselves to be 
misled by provocation. England has had not only 
Malcolm MacDonald. It has also had Joshua Wedg- 
wood. England had not only Chamberlain. There was 
also Balfour. Major Baxter is not the only British 
officer we have known. There were also other of- 
ficers, for whom our boys were prepared to go 
through fire and water; and maybe we shall be priv- 
ileged to work with them again and they will be 
privileged to work with us. We know that the best 
heads of the Labor Movement, and the leading 
statesmen, have opposed this unworthy policy; and 
we can differentiate between the White Paper and 
England. We can also differentiate between a local 
dispute and a world dispute, between the relatively 
trivial and the essential; and though we still oppose 
the White Paper we have identified ourselves with 
fighting England. As long as the war continues the 
main thing is victory. Although we know and shall 
not forget that the destruction of Hitler does not 
itself redeem the Jewish people, we also know that 
without that victory there is no place anywhere for 
us. The entire whispering campaign of a Jewish re- 
volt against England is nothing but a foolish slander. 
We shall bring the White Paper to naught and shall 
defend ourselves against every attack, but the purpose 
of Zionism, the establishment of a Homeland for the 
Jewish people, will not be carried out by force. It can- 
not be carried out by force! A Homeland is created 
and not seized. We shall stand like a living wall to se- 
cure our full rights. Neither slander nor threats 
nor attacks will move us a hairsbreadth from the 
vision of full regeneration. If they knew anything 
about the history of our people, if they had grasped 
anything of our ways, our character and our purpose, 
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they should have known that the Jews are- not easily 
frightened off, no matter what difficulty faces them. 
We shall defend ourselves against attack, priva- 
tion of rights. Yet we shall carry out our redemption. 
No calumny or slander will make our spirits fall. We 
have faith in our future in the country. We build 
our faith on these three articles: the distress of our 
people, the desolation of our land, and our creative 
power. It is within our power to rebuild this desola- 
tion. And to these three is added something else: 
our faith in the conscience of humanity. More than 
any other people in the world have we suffered 
from human wickedness. Yet possibly more than any 
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other people in the world do we believe in the con- 
science of humanity. We could not have existed 
without this faith, and this faith never proved false 
even in the darkest days. There is a human conscience 
in the world. It is not always easy to reach it, and 
our foes wish to close the way to it in England and 
America. That is the aim and purpose of the false 
charges and the trials. But we shall breach the walls 
of animosity and shall reach the human conscience 
of England, of America, of Russia, and of other na- 
tions. Our mission will be accomplished, for it is 
just, it is practical, and it is dictated by necessity. 


_ The Responsibility of Opinion 


by Ben Halpern 


AS THE prospect of victory becomes more con- 
crete, there are signs of increasing concern about 
our domestic post-war problems. Attention has been 
drawn repeatedly of late to one such problem by the 
series of race-riots and the sporadic outbreaks of anti- 
Semitic hoodlumism this country has experienced. At 
this time, when we are fighting the Nazis in Europe, 
and doing everything in our power to combat their 
intrigues in South America, we must be especially 
sensitive to similar tendencies at home. 

The organized anti-Semitic shock-troops of pre- 
war days have apparently disbanded, some of the 
leaders being under indictment for subversive activi- 
ties. Investigations of anti-Semitic juvenile gangs 
seem to confirm this impression, for the young offend- 
ers do not appear to have older, politically purposeful 
leaders at present. But these same investigations dis- 
close how deeply the example and teaching and the 
current propaganda of our native Nazis has influenced 
their youthful disciples, who, even without personal 
guidance, faithfully copy the slogans, the methods, 
and the very tactics of, for example, the Christian 
Front. So impressive is the evidence of Christian 
Front success in implanting and fostering the atti- 
tudes of racial hatred they are interested in, that there 
has been a renewed drive for education toward de- 
mocracy, and also for legislation to control group 
libel. 

The latter proposal has met with the approval of 
the majority of progressive groups (CIO, AFL, the 
American Jewish Congress, the editors of Common- 
weal); but certain eminent liberal lawyers oppose it. 
Since they argue on grounds of constitutionality, the 
lawyers take public opinion at a disadvantage; for it 
is hesitant to take sides on what appears to be a tech- 
nical question. 

Now, the greatest caution is necessary in taking 


the advice of experts. Their unquestioned competence 
within a restricted field lends an air of authority to 
their statements on every subject—an air which it 
is professionally advisable for them to assume. It is 
a very rare expert, indeed, who is daring enough to 
admit his incompetence in any matter remotely re- 
lated to his specialty. As a result, the most irrespon- 
sible judgments are frequently made by experts, 
speaking without knowledge but with great authority. 

Undoubtedly, the worst offenders, and those whose 
views should be most carefully scrutinized before 
accepting are lawyers. After all, what is a lawyer? 
A lawyer is an expert at predicting what a judge will 
think. This is a very important function, not only 
for individual litigants, but for groups who are in- 
terested in “progress” through legislation. It is al- 
ways well to know, if possible, what the courts will 
rule on legislation before proposing it. As long as 
the conditions determining the courts’ minds remain 
what they were when the precedents were established 
(which is something the lawyer is not professionally 
competent to judge, but which he tacitly assumes to 
be the case) a lawyer can make an expert guess on 
this point. It is advisable, therefore, to consult a com- 
petent lawyer, and take his advice into account: For 
example, in deciding whether or not to support the 
Lynch-Dickstein bills, banning from the mails “de- 
famatory and false” propaganda against “persons. . . 
identified . . . by race or religion,” it is important to 
know the chances of the courts’ upholding such a 
law as constitutional. Expert legal advice must be 
accepted as to this. 

But, when Mr. Arthur Garfield Hays, General 
Counsel of the American Civil Liberties Union, says, 
in a letter opposing these bills, that: 

“ ... Racial hatred cannot be legislated out of ex- 
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istence. Only education and tolerance can overcome 
es 

then his legal training is no guarantee of the validity 
of the statement. Nor is his long experience in de- 
fending civil liberties a warrant of authority to assert 
sociological generalizations of such scope. The only 
criterion of how valid this view may be is common 
sense, since there is not yet any reliable body of 
sociological law to make an expert opinion on this 
matter possible. 

Similarly, when we are told in the January 21, 
1944 issue of the Reconstructionist that the National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
is opposed to the Lynch-Dickstein bills because of the 
fear “that enactment of the measures would lead to 
a stifling of free expression of grievances, and... an 
aggravation of race and religious tensions, which may 
express themselves in violence ..., ” we are not 
justified in accepting these views on the authority of 
the NAACP lawyers as experts. There are no quali- 
fied experts in these matters. 

Since I have sinned thus far in disrespect, let us go 
one step further. I doubt whether lawyers, merely 
on the basis of their legal training, can reliably fore- 
cast the future decisions of higher courts on bills 
penalizing libels against groups. (The Lynch-Dick- 
stein bills, declaring defamatory propaganda non- 
mailable, are not, according to competent lawyers, 
affected by these decisions, but are probably consti- 
tutional, they say, on the basis of court decisions ap- 
proving the government's right to say what may or 
may not be mailed.) Superior courts have declared 
some such bills unconstitutional. What was the basis 
for rejecting these bills? In part, these grounds were 
rules of common law, which, as everybody knows, 
broadens down from precedent to precedent. Those 
rules will hardly be changed radically because of 
public opinion. The public has no opinion about 
them anyway—nor is likely to have, because they 
are not subjects of controversy. Thus if bills declar- 
ing group libel a crime are judged to be too vaguely 
formulated, they will not be upheld, because of the 
rule that crimes must be defined specifically. If they 
clearly involve “previous restraint” of expression 
(censorship in advance of utterance or publication) 
they will be ruled against because of a common law 
rule against such censorship. These are difficulties 
which can be met and overcome in framing laws. 
That is why we have lawyers. But the chief reason 
why some group libel laws have been declared un- 
constitutional in this country is something quite dif- 
ferent. It is a question of judgment of fact, as to 
whether certain acts (of incitement) are a serious 
or a tolerable danger, a remote or an immediate peril 
to the State. In the case of Cantwell versus Connecti- 
cut, the Supreme Court put it this way: 


“When clear and present danger of riot, disorder, 
interference with traffic upon the public streets, or 
other immediate threat to public safety, peace, or order 
appears, the power of the state to prevent or punish is 
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obvious. Equally obvious is it that a state may not 
unduly suppress free communication of views, religious 
or other, under the guise of conserving desirable con- 
ditions . . . Although the contents of the record (an 
anti-Catholic recording played in public by Cantwell, 
a member of Jehovah’s Witnesses) not unnaturally 
aroused animosity, we think that, in the absence of a 
statute narrowly drawn to define and punish specific 
conduct as constituting a clear and present danger to a 
substantial interest of the State, the petitioner's (Cant- 
well’s) communication, considered in the light of 
constitutional guarantees, raised no such clear and pres- 
ent menace to public peace and order as to render him 
liable to conviction.” 

The terms “clear and present danger,” “substantial 
interest of the State,” “wnduly suppress,” all refer to 
social facts, not legal principles, and they can and 
must be judged by legislatures and by public opinion 
with as much or more authority than the courts. The 
courts, of course, make their own independent judg- 
ments on these questions too, particularly in the ab- 
sence of clear indications of the opinion of legisla- 
tures. But it is on questions of this type, in which 
public opinion takes an active interest, that the de- 
cisions of the higher courts are notoriously variable, 
so that the precedents are far from an infallible guide. 
The changing views of public opinion as to what 
constitutes a public danger, and what are the public 
interests, have their influence upon judicial decisions. 

It does not seem, therefore, to be a futile occupa- 
tion to discuss whether or not some from of govern- 
mental or social control on defamatory propaganda 
is desirable. If public opinion favors such control, 
then it will probably be established and enforced 
here—as well or as ill as it has been in some other 
countries. 


a? et 


II. 


The problem whether group libel should be sup- 
pressed can be conveniently approached by centering 
discussion around two succinct statements by Arthur 
Garfield Hays, who is the clearest, most consistent, 
and I should say, the most uncompromising protag- 
onist of the classical theory of free expression. One 


is that already quoted: 
“Racial hatred cannot be legislated out of existence. 
Only education and tolerance can overcome that.” 


The other is from a letter he wrote in 1939 to the 
Menorah Journal (Autumn 1939, p. 343): 
“,..4na free market for ideas truth will tend to prevail . . .” 

This is the classical liberal theory of laissez-faire, 
applied to the realm of ideas and social intercourse. 
It assumes that full freedom will lead automatically 
to progress and social harmony, through the medium 
of a spiritual cousin of Adam Smith’s invisible hand. 

Well now, a free market is quite an elastic term. 
How free is it to be? In regular business markets, 
no matter how free, it is a fundamental requirement 
of organization that weights and measures should be 


‘regulated, that there should be some policing to pre- 


vent fraud. Does Mr. Hays believe this is unneces- 
sary in a market for ideas? Does he think truth will 
prevail without any discipline or rule concerning 
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honesty? I know of only one “market for ideas” 
which is generally agreed to be producing the truth 
with a certain regularity—that is the world of science 
and scholarship. It is a market generally believed to 
be free. But in this market there are very exacting 
restrictions upon expression. No one has the un- 
limited right to his own opinion, but he is always 
subject to trial as to why he holds certain conclusions 
and how he knows the facts by which he supports 
them. If he cannot pass these rigorous tests he gains 
no further hearing; and he must either renounce his 
opinion or be outlawed from the market. Without 
these laws, the scientific world could not maintain 
its very freedom; and certainly it could not produce 
the truth. 

But I have no wish to explode Mr. Hay’s general- 
izations (or those of others of whom he is represent- 
ative) with analogies. We are dealing concretely 
with prejudices against Jews and other racial and re- 
ligious groups—prejudices against which Mr. Hays 
proposes to apply only argument, not social sanctions. 
This, as we all know, is more than a mere proposal, 
it is the actual situation—at least, in that there is no 
penalty for prejudice; not necessarily in there being 
any active attempt to teach tolerance. When the 
Christian Front members were on trial in Brooklyn 
they defended themselves with the argument that 
they had a right to hate the Jews. How far can that 
right be extended? Is it an intellectual and a moral, 
as well as a legal right? If the truth is to prevail, 
then that right must be conditional at some point. 
The right must certainly cease to exist as a moral 
right when no reason can be shown for hatred, and 
as an intellectual right when the reasons alleged are 
shown to be false. This is axiomatic, and no one will 
dispute it, not even Mr. Hays. Unless it is recog- 
nized, education towards tolerance becomes impos- 
sible. If a Jew-hater feels no obligation to justify his 
hatred, even to himself, by reasons of which he can 
show the Jogic (that is, the coherence of his ideas 
according to the socially accepted standards) and by 
facts of which he can give proof (that is, evidence 
verifiable in a generally acceptable manner) then it 
is impossible to educate him towards tolerance. 

Any plan to educate toward tolerance thus in- 
volves the acceptance or the imposition of social dis- 
cipline—in principle, exactly the same kind of thing 
as is involved in laws against false and defamatory 
statements. The only issue between those who favor 
and those who oppose such laws is whether it is ad- 
visable for the courts or other government bodies to 
apply such discipline directly, and to enforce it with 
penalties. 

Upon the following points, there appears to be 
agreement: 

Nobody believes that a person is morally entitled 
to hate and advocate persecution of the Jews, or any 
other group, without good reason. It is only a ques- 
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tion of whether he should have the Jegal right to do 


50. 
There would probably be general agreement that 
certain types of persons—judges, officials, teachers, 
policemen—have no legal right to active hatred of 
any part of the population they serve. I cannot 
imagine that the American Civil Liberties Union 
would object to the new regulations drawn up by the 
New ‘York City Police Department, forbidding 
policemen to join anti-Semitic organizations, any 
more than they would defend the right of a Supreme 
Court justice to maintain membership in the Ku 
Klux Klan. 

I think it is generally agreed by now that some 
sort of institutional pressure upon the ordinary citi- 
zen in order to make him reasonably tolerant is also 
necessary. I do not know anyone (unless Mr. Hays 
holds this view) who still believes that individual 
men, guided by their own intellectual consciences, 
and without the pressure of some social force such 
as the school, church, or state, can be generally 
trusted to respect the truth and resist the appeals to 
their self-interest or emotional bias which are con- 
stantly being made in our time by political adven- 
turers. Differences arise over the question which of 
these institutions is the proper agency for the task, 
and what specific means each should adopt. 


III. 


As a basic assumption, I believe we are justified in 
postulating that no single institution, not the church 
alone, nor the school alone, nor the state alone, but 
only a whole society in concert can check the growth 
of internecine hostilities. The recent experience 
which supports this view needs no recounting. 

Assuming the cooperation of all other institutions, 
what can our schools do to promote “tolerance”? 
For over twenty years educators and group workers 
in this country have been working on a “democratic” 
technique of group discussion as a method for bring- 
ing divergent viewpoints and varied circles to a 
plane of understanding. Our experience stretches 
from the “Who Is My Neighbor?” pamphlets and 
projects after the last war, to the already famous 
Springfield Plan during this one. These experiments 
in bringing various groups together in discussion of 
their common ground and their differences have 
shown that “tolerance” can be fostered by a closer 
examination of group differences and by submitting 
prejudice to the discipline of analysis before a group. 
It would add greatly to the value of this contribution 
by the schools if a concerted effort were made to 
train our future citizens in deliberate logical analysis 
and empirical verification, and, particularly, to de- 
velop these habits in connection with discussions of 
social questions. In a democracy, the policies of the 
government and the fate of the nation depend to 
some extent—not inconsiderable—upon the sound- 
ness and conscientiousness of the judgment of its 
citizens. How we have managed to survive so far as 
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a democracy despite a public opinion which is irre- 
sponsible and ruled by impulse will remain a mys- 
tery for the ages. Other republics have not had our 
luck. Willfullness and surrender to bias in their 
thinking have made them easy prey for the fanati- 
cism and the press agent tricks of contemporary 
dictators. 


As for teaching tolerance in this way (particu- 
larly, one might add, tolerance of Jews) there are 
definite limitations. It would be mistaken to assume, 
if anyone does, that all differences of opinion can be 
dissolved in discussion. The most that analysis and 
discussion can do is remove essentially irrelevant dif- 
ference, based on confusion or ignorance. Discussion 
can thus bring to a focus fundamental divergences of 
view. From that point on, it can only suggest com- 
promise. 

There are, moreover, certain roots of intolerance 
which cannot, practically speaking, even be con- 
sidered in public school. The Catholic religion, not 
to speak of the doctrine of many Protestant sects, 
preaches a number of beliefs concerning the Jew 
which naturally breed hostility. Our Constitution 
guarantees them the right to hold and propagate 
these views. In any case, they are based on a super- 
natural kind of evidence which cannot be discussed. 
So long as the Catholic and other Christian churches 
preach these doctrines, it is up to them to see to it 
that the hostility towards the Jews arising therefrom 
is neutralized or at least kept within bounds. It 
should be noted that in the Papal States, where the 
Vatican had full authority, this obligation was un- 
derstood, and the Jews lived there during the Middle 
Ages ‘and early modern times in, comparatively 
speaking, more tolerable and safer conditions than 
anywhere else in Christendom. A similar obligation 
to discipline its members lies upon the Catholic 
Church—as well as other Christian churches—in 
places where they do not exercise secular authority. 
Without wishing to seem ungracious, one would 
have preferred to see Cardinal Spellman take effica- 
cious steps with regard to the Brooklyn Tablet and 
other Catholic bastions of the Christian Front than 
to have him send Judge Proskauer congratulations 
on a speech on behalf of tolerance—(and, at the risk 
of actually being ungracious, I might add it would 
have been more to the point if the roles of those two 
had been reversed). 

The function of a democratic state in disciplining 
opinion is limited in the same way as that of the 
school: it cannot enforce a common ethical attitude, 
theology, or philosophy of history upon its citizens. 
But it can insist upon its own standards of civil mor- 
ality, not only with regard to acts but also expres- 
sions arising from basic attitudes. The chief criterion 
of this standard is the safety of the commonwealth. 
In a democracy, it is unsafe, as experience has amply 
shown, to allow lying propaganda, setting group 
against group, to go unchecked. The problem con- 
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fronting a democratic state is how to define its stand- 
ards for expression, and what enforcement methods 
to use in order to provide the necessary leeway for 
freedom of thought while at the same time checking 
the spread of false, defamatory, and hence subversive 
libels against groups. 

The ordinary legal safeguards which have been 
applied in the case of libels and slanders against in- 
dividuals appear sufficient to prevent group libel 
laws from being used to suppress necessary freedom 
of opinion. Above all, truth is a full defense in all 
such cases. Also, before a slanderer can be made to 
suffer civil or criminal penalties, the state or the 
complainant must ordinarily prove malicious intent 
on his part, and specific damage to the injured party. 
If anything, these provisions would seem to make a 
group libel law too feeble rather than too strong an 
instrument for controlling false, divisive propaganda. 
However, when the defamatory statements falsely 
accuse the slandered person or group of statutory 
crimes or other morally degrading conduct—and this 
is the most dangerous kind of propaganda, the kind 
that produces the conditions for lynchings, race riots, 
and fascist coups d’etat—then the injured parties do 
not have to prove specific damage. Then, also, the 
state should not wait for the injured party to apply 
for redress, but should act independently in defense 
of its own interests by repressing the dangerous libel. 

An objection is sometimes raised against this pro- 
gram that criminal action against libel-mongers 
would only give them notoriety and enable them to 
pose as martyrs. This actually happened in Ger- 
many. But they can only pose as martyrs so long as 
the people can be persuaded that they are being un- 
justly persecuted—in other words, so long as it is the 
common view that a person bears no legal responsi- 
bility for what he says. No tribunal to enforce truth- 
fulness can have any effect—except a bad effect— 
unless it is backed up by the school and the church 
and all other institutions in a common effort to estab- 
lish veracity as an effective social standard. Further- 
more, it may be suggested that our tribunals for re- 
pressing group libels be a little more imaginative in 
their choice of penalties than the present courts. 
The purpose of any penalty in a group libel case 
should be to discredit the libel and the person who 
was responsible for it. There are better ways than 
fines or damages or prison terms to achieve this. The 
trial of a person proven to have uttered a libel should 
be conducted in such a way as to induce him to con- 
fess the falsity of his remarks. The penalty might be 
a public recantation, in the same way and with as 
much prominence as the slanders were made origin- 
ally. Other penalties would be reserved for recalcit- 
rant convicted persons. 

All this does not appear to me too ambitious a 
program to undertake for the preservation of a 
democratic way of life. There is no invisible hand 
which will do it for us. : 
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The Ghost of Johnny Walker Follows Me 


by Harold U. Ribalow 


_ I met Johnny Walker I felt there was 
something about him which would keep me 
interested in him all my life. It is an emotion hard to 
explain. Maybe I felt about him the way you do 
about a nervous, tension-ridden dream. You wake 
up, knowing you have just dreamed something ter- 
rible, but for the life of you, you cannot recall it, 
although the vision of it lies just beyond your camera 
eye. You try to talk about your experience and, sud- 
denly, you are tongue-tied, even though you are 
bursting with what you have to say. 

That is how it was about Johnny. Ten minutes 
after I met him I could have said, “I’m going to 
know what happens to him, if he lives to three 
hundred, or if I live to a thousand years.” But I could 
not explain it then, and I cannot do it now, either. I 
can only tell you Johnny’s story; perhaps you can 
help me. 

It was a cold day in South Dakota, the kind of 


weather you can feel in your bones when you sit in a’ 


warm theater and see a newsreel of a blizzard which 
piles the snow higher than a man. I was sitting in 
the library of the Service Club at the Air Base to 
which I was attached. I had not noticed the soldier 
sitting near me until his left leg twitched nervously 
and dug into my shins. We looked at each other and 
I noticed that he was reading William Shirer’s Berlin 
Diary. 

“Pardon me,” he said softly. 
foreign. I could not place it. 

“That’s all right,” I replied. “Do you like the 
book?” I asked, to be friendly. 

“It is good.” His voice had a queer whirr, as 
though he had just learned how to speak English. 

That was how we met. It was a chance meeting. 
Had his leg not twitched this story would have re- 
mained untold. I would have remained engrossed in 
the book I was reading—it was, I think, a novel by 
Prokosch—and would never have met Johnny. 

We talked. I discovered that Johnny called 
Toledo, Ohio his home. He had no parents; he had 
been an accountant in civilian life. That was all I 
could learn about him. 

“Tell me,” I asked awkwardly, “is your name 
really Johnny Walker? It sounds too good to be 
true.” I laughed. “Your name reminds me more of a 
whisky or a cigarette brand than of a person.” 

Johnny thumbed his copy of Shirer’s book. “Yes,” 
he chuckled. “My name is Walker. It is a German 
name.” 

I had my cue. “Are you German?” 

His smile lit up his face. “Not altogether. I was 
born in Italy, but educated in Hamburg. I remember 


His voice was 


Germany, Nazi Germany, and Italy is like a dream to 
me.” 

It was no wonder that I could not place his accent. 
I had never before met up with a mixed German- 
Italian way of talking. 

Before I could add anything to the conversation, 
Johnny blurted, “Please don’t mistake me for a Nazi 
because I lived in Germany. And I’m not a Fascist 
either.” Vehemence was in his voice. 

I tried to placate him. “Of course. Of course. 
Naturally. All of us know that you Germans who 
are now in this country are anti-Hitler.” I spoke 
easily. “Why, most of you refugees hate the Germans 
more than we Americans do.” 

I noticed he felt pained when I mentioned the 
words “refugees” and “we Americans”. It could not 
be helped, I told myself, for he was a German and I 
am an American. 

Johnny stopped me. “Don’t talk like that,” and 
his voice became harsh. “I may not like the Jews.” 
Here he hesitated a moment. “I don’t,” he added. 
“They are too calculating, too apologetic, too tense, 
too sensitive.” 

Then he said casually, “I am a Catholic. I will 
fight Hitler, together with the Jews, because the Ger- 
mans persecute us too.” 

It was late and the Service Club was about to close 
for the night. I looked at Johnny in his uniform. He 
had a thinly-moulded face. His eyes were grey and 
his nose was even and sharp. His mouth was thin. 
He was wiry of body, gaunt in general appearance. 
He looked like a defeated idealist, or, perhaps, like a 
prisoner of war who had no chance of escape. He 
exuded defeat. There was something unhealthy 
about him. He reminded me of the chemical warfare 
area at our base. You had to wear a mask out there 
for fear that at any moment a poison gas would be 
loosed against you. He was shifty, but you could not 
place his shiftiness. He was, seemingly, standing on 
always-moving sands and knew it and tried to get to 
solid ground and then, as though knowing it to be 
impossible, returned to the soft sands of uncertainty 
and tried to get you to keep him company on those 
sands. I have said he is hard to fathom. I was at- 
tracted to him. When he talked about the Jews he 
seemed like a trapped sparrow with the cat approach- 
ing. When he said, “I am a Catholic,” I had the im- 
pression that he was trying to cleanse himself, but 
succeeded only in reaching the well of water without 
quite touching the liquid. 

We left each other that night and I returned to my 
barracks. The air was like wine, but Johnny re- 
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mained strong in my mind and I felt unclean and 
could not fathom why. 

I saw him twice more. We saw a movie together 
one night and talked about Hitler and the Jews 
again. Johnny railed against the Jews. 

I said, “I am, you know, a Jew.” 

He did not say anything for a moment. Then he 
laughed heartily. 

“That makes no difference. You are intelligent 
enough to know that I am right. I hate Jews because 
they are different from the rest of us. I don’t say they 
shouldn’t be or don’t have the right to be. They are 
and I don’t like them. I’m allergic to them. I hate 
Hitler because he fights all peoples, not Jews alone. 
And I know.that he has made anti-Semitism and anti- 
Catholicism political weapons, and I don’t agree that 
religion should be used politically.” He spoke with 
naivete and with much gesticulation. He seemed 
confused and, this time, a little tired. I told him that 
he looked tired and, taking my advice, he went to 
bed. I did not see him again for a full week. 

When we met again he had news for me. He was 
shipping that afternoon. 

“Write to me, Johnny,” I said. 

Fingering his dog-tags, he answered, “I will. You 
know, I want to know what will happen to you. You 
are one fellow I can talk to.” For a moment he 
sounded wistful. “Although you are a Jew I can talk 
to you.” He laughed. “All anti-Semites,” he said 
“can point to at least one Jewish friend. And you are 
mine.” His eyes shone. He looked unhealthy and he 
sounded sick. His dog-tags gleamed in the sunlight. 
Suddenly, I saw a letter engraved on his tags. It was 
a solitary letter. It was an “H”. And it stood for 
“Hebrew.” 

My eyes widened, I felt. That tie I had sensed 
when I first met Johnny loomed clearer than ever. 

“Johnny,” I said, and I suspected that my voice 
sounded as though it came from far away. 

“Yes?” And his voice was innocence. 

“Why, Johnny,” I asked, and I knew I sounded 
strained and, oddly, hurt and bewildered, “why do 
you call yourself a Catholic when you aren’t one?” 

His eyes took fear and absorbed the shock the way 
a child takes the shock of a blow. His voice was not 
to be recognized and his entire body trembled as 
though he suffered from a dread disease which had 
seized him just a moment before. 

“What,” he said, “do you mean?” 

“Johnny,” and this time I whispered it, because I 
knew the victory was mine, “Johnny, you are a Jew.” 

Silence. 

I was implacable. “It shows on your dog-tags, 
Johnny. The Army knows it, Johnny. Now I know 
i 

His body seemed to stand only because he had not 
the energy to sit or crumble. He swayed as though 
he had a round of bullets in his gut, but something 
kept him up, and it may have been the same inex- 
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plicable something which keeps a fighter on his feet 
after he has taken enough punishment in the ring to 
keep him on the canvas for a full night. Johnny 
swayed and his eyes opened. And his tears fell 
strongly. 

He did not say anything. We stood there, know- 
ing that within a day we'd never see each other 
again. He was leaving and tomorrow I might leave 
and the way the Army does things one of us may be 
dead within a week. But we knew there and at that 
moment that he was beaten, broken by something 
above the two of us and we sensed that his collapse 
symbolized a great victory for me, although at the 
moment neither of us could label the victory or 
defeat. 

Then he spoke. His voice was neither loud nor 
soft. It was neutral. It had no expression and yet it 
carried meaning. It was the voice of a broken man, 
but one with enough pride to know that he was in 
the process of being completely licked by life. 

“I was in Germany. I was a Jew’—his voice was 
monotonous now and he spoke in simple declarative 
sentences—‘and I escaped Hitler. I began to hate 
the Jews, for I saw no reason for me to suffer simply 
because I was born a Jew. I evaded the Germans. I 
lost my false mantle of Judaism,” he spoke with a 
rising inflection and his words proclaimed him still 
in control of his words and phrases. “I hated the 
Jews, for they made me suffer. So I gave them up.” 

Johnny laughed weakly. It sounded horrible. “I 
gave them up, but I couldn’t win. The U. S. Govern- 
ment knew what I was. The Army knew, but no one 
else did. Now you know.” He was quiet. Then he 
spoke and his voice carried poison. “Go to hell,” he 
spat at me. “Go to hell and never come back.” 

He turned his back and walked away. The next 
week I left for Wisconsin. Two weeks later a card 
came to me from Johnny. It was brief. It was post- 
marked, “Austin, Texas,” and read: “Remember 
about hell.” Signed: “Johnny.” 

Since then I have received a card from him every 
two weeks. I have since been to three camps and he 
too has traveled around, but the cards come. The 
latest one read: “Just to let you know that I am go- 
ing across. Remember about hell.” That was all. 

I know I shall hear from him as long as he lives. 
I know that somehow our lives are intertwined and 
that I was to him what the asp was to Cleopatra. 

There is a man walking this earth, a fellow soldier, 
who hates me. I shall always be haunted by the fact 
that I saw him die on his feet before my eyes. He 
lives, however—I am sure—to see me die. It shall 
not happen his way, but he thinks it will and the 
thought keeps him alive. 

Johnny Walker is a part of me now. He walks 
with me on marches and eats with me in the mess- 
hall, and sleeps with me on my narrow Army bed. 
But I defeated him once, simply by showing him that 
he could not escape himself. I know he cannot win. 
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The Realities of Canada 


by M. Z. Frank 


I. 


as EVENING last August, in the Laurentians, 
I was visiting in the cabin of one of the most 
prominent young French-Canadian writers. We were 
conversing, partly in English, partly in French, just 
getting acquainted. I could not help liking Monsieur 
L. and his wife and collaborator, as well as their 
friend Alphonse—fine, friendly, courteous people. 
And yet an innocent remark on my part that evening 
spoiled our relations for about a week. All I said was 
that it was difficult for French Canada to maintain its 
cultural identity in the midst of an English-speaking 
continent. It is different, I said, in Europe, where 
there are so many varying cultural groups. My host 
stiffened and said sharply: “We want to be left alone. 
We have our history, our traditions, we leave others 
alone. We are ready to do our share for the Empire, 
but we won't be coerced too much!” 

This last reference to the Empire had no apparent 
connection with my remark, but it was full of sig- 
nificance. Being a Jew, I was looked upon as an ally 
of the Empire which was trying to drag French 
Canada into a European war to a much greater ex- 
tent than she had bargained for. 

Two other characteristic incidents occurred during 
that evening. We were talking congenially of the 
beauties of the Province of Quebec, which my hosts 
had never left even for a trip, of its forests, streams, 
lakes, and animals, of the Breton-speaking fishermen 
of the De Gaspe peninsula, of the differences between 
Parisian and Canadian French, and between Mon- 
treal and Quebec French, and of music and old 
French songs. I was told about my host’s contes and 
fables of French Canada’s pastoral life which found 
a place in the anthology edited by L’abbé Tessier. 
(There is always an abbé at the head of something 
important in French Canada, just as there is always 
a rabbi at the head of something important in 
American Israel.) L’abbé Tessier, I was given to 
understand, was the originator of /’art domestique of 
which French Canada is so fond and proud. The word 
“l'art” was pronounced in the good Canadian man- 
ner which in my imagination registered as “Vor” 
— gold — and puzzled me. When it was finally 
explained to me as meaning domestic art, I repeated 
the word in the way one is taught at school. My 
host apologized for his French pronunciation and 
his wife complimented me: “You speak French 
better than we do!” But there was something sour 
about the compliment and a tension set in. 


Alphonse, who was present that evening, was not 
of that type. He did not mind at all when I pointed 


out to him that “C'est la seule chemise que je porte 
mon cravat avec” was a gross Anglicism and that 
“La Societe pour bon parler francais” would be after 
his hide. 

Alphonse was altogether different. When I took 
a book off the shelf which seemed to me out of place 
there with Daudet’s Lettres de mon moulin and good 
Catholic tomes, and asked my host, “Do you read 
this for the style or for the story?” he shrugged his 
shoulders in contempt—of course, only the style, 
the story has been told many times over. But Al- 
phonse was keenly interested. The book was Gustave 
Flaubert’s Madame Bovary. Alphonse was a rebel 
who railed against the priests and the church (more 
so when he was alone with me than in L.’s presence), 
a former Communist propagandist who had become 
disillusioned with Moscow. His only point of agree- 
ment with the rest of French Canada seemed to be 
his reluctance to lay down his life for the British 
Empire, in which sentiment, by the way, he went 
further than the rest. He was in favor of large-scale 
immigration into Canada, and saw no point in pre- 
serving the forms of French Canadian culture at the 
cost of ignorance and economic misery. (These, too, 
were views, he would not voice in the presence of 
Mr. L.) That evening Alphonse spoke disparagingly 
of Jean Charles Harvey, editor of Le Jour, for having 
betrayed (in Alphonse’s opinion) his progressive 
principles by his vigorous support of the war. “That's 
the way we are in Quebec,” he complained, “It is 
different in France.” For this Alphonse received a 
severe admonition from Mr. L. who told him that 
he was maligning /a race, that criticism must be 
constructive, not destructive, and that toute la race 
must not be held to blame for the misdeeds of one 
individual. That there was something wrong with 
Jean Charles Harvey seemed to be beyond dispute. 
I sometimes wonder how many non-Jewish readers 
Le Jour has, but I know that Montreal Jews who 
read French read Le Jour. 

Outside Alphonse said to me: “Mr. L. will be 
angry with me now. I criticized French-Canadians in 
front of an American journalist. Why are we French- 
Canadians that way?” I assured him that Jews, too, 
were that way. “You know how anxious people are 
to seize upon anything which discredits the Jews.” 
Yes, he knew. I then told him what I knew of the 
attitude of the Orangemen in Ontario towards the 
French-Canadians, “What!” this rebel cried out in- 
dignantly, “We should speak English? Why don’t 
they speak French?” 

My friend, Mr. S., who at the dinner table had 
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bantered the pretty Russian girl Dasha about Al- 
phonse, said: “Do you know, Alphonse, Dasha said 
she would not marry you because you are not Rus- 
sian.” 

“What!” the ex-Communist exclaimed, “French 
blood is not good enough for her?” 


* * * 


The following Sunday evening I attended a con- 
cert sponsored by the local paroisse but organized by 
Mr. L. Prominent actors came from Montreal to read 
Mr. L.’s contes and fables and the local choir sang 
French Canada’s favorite songs—those their ances- 
tors had brought from France and those of Canadian 
origin (the latter, as I found out, were very few). 
The atmosphere was pastoral, religious, even clerical. 
The first skit began with the reading of the opening 
paragraphs by the author himself: “C'est le di- 
manche” . . . and the church bells were ringing out 
Le Sanctus and the people went into the church to 
bask in its sancitity. Then followed the dramatic 
dialogue between two ears of corn who knew that 
it was their last day of life, for tomorrow was the 
harvest. And the songs were about a prince who 
went hunting and /e vent, le joli petit, bon petit vent. 
The choir was conducted by a young priest, there 
were frocks among the members of the choir, the 
concert was dedicated to the local curé, and in the 
audience were Franciscan monks, neighboring curés, 
students at the Seminary, brothers of the teaching 
order—there were more frocked and soutaned gen- 
tlemen than there were rabbis at the American Jew- 
ish Conference, but they did not differ nearly as much 
in point-of-view. The school-hall was packed by a 
decorous, intensely deferential audience. Through 
the whole performance there was not a single refer- 
ence to the war or to the world outside the Province 
of Quebec. 

Mr. L. did not appear too pleased when he heard 
that I had been at the concert. But somehow, later, 
probably through the intercession of Mr. and Mrs. S., 
we became friendly again. Only personal animosities 
last, those stemming from ideologies have not much 
life in them. When Jacques, a singer from Montreal, 
came to the hotel I was introduced as “un de mes 
amis” and we chatted again about French literature 
and French songs and French-Canadian mores. Mr. 
L. waxed ecstatic over the aspen tree that trembles in 
the wind. “La trembe—how beautiful that word is! 
See how it shakes. That is where the deer come to 
eat!” And he spoke with enthusiasm about the Cath- 
olic French writers, Charles Péguy, Maritain, Bloy 
and others. “Ah, these men! How they can make 
words talk!” 

“Why hasn’t French Canada produced such litera- 
ture?” I asked. 

“Give us time” he answered. “We are only be- 
ginning. It was only yesterday we laid aside the gun 
and the plough.” 
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(Haven’t we heard such words about Hebrew 
literature in Palestine? ) 

Mr. L.’s father had been a pioneer, who established 
new settlements—new paroisses, in the Northern 
parts of Quebec. As soon as he had established one 
parotsse, he would move on to a new place. This 
whole district, I was told, was built up by French- 
Canadian pioneers according to a plan mapped out 
by L’abbé Labelle, sous-ministre of colonization in 
the Province of Quebec seventy-five years ago. That 
is why the whole region in the Laurentians is called 
Labelle County. In the market place of St. Jerome 
where the Laurentians begin, there is a large monu- 
ment to L’abbé Labelle. Of course, I have seen that 
monument many times. Thousands of Jews, driving 
north to the Laurentians pass that monument, on 
their way to Shawbridge to buy a challah, to Ste 
Agathe to buy allegedly kosher corned beef, without 
knowing anything about L’abbé Labelle. This is the 
French-Canadian BILU, their Rutenberg, these 
nouvelles parotsses their Hanitas and Nahalals. That 
is, if Mizrachi had been the dominant trend in Zion- 
ism. But one must not push an analogy too far. 

Mr. L. asked me questions about the world. Is 
Hitler really as bad as he was recently told? Isn't 
Stalin even worse? Isn’t it a pity that Mussolini who 
did so much for Italian youth has been deposed? 
Jacques, the singer, was more politically-minded and 
regularly read Le Devoir. I haven’t read Le Devoir 
regularly for many years, but judging from frequent 
references to it in Israel Rabinowitch’s column in 
the Montreal Yiddish daily, the Keneder Adler— 
it is the most insidiously intellectual anti-Semitic 
organ on the continent. However, as far as Jacques’s 
attitude towards me went, the anti-Semitism of Le 
Devoir proved much too subtle to be effective. “We 
French-Canadians don’t know much about these 
things,” he complained and asked me about the 
C.C.F., Canada’s rising progressive party. He evidently 
belonged to the more intellectual and radical wing 
of the isolationist group Bloc Populaire, or perhaps 
to these elements which formed the backbone of the 
Union Nationale, which Maurice Duplessis had 
used to his own ends, and out of which the Bloc 
Populaire recruited most of its membership. I learned 
from Jacques that a religious council in Quebec had 
recently sent a quesionanaire to Coldwell, the leader 
of the C.C.F., and that upon the answer to that ques- 
tionnaire would depend its attitude to this Canadian 


‘Socialist party, now rapidly gaining ground all over 


the country except in Quebec. Judging by reports 
from Canada the answer to the questionnaire must 
have been quite satisfactory: the Quebec bishops, at 
a recent meeting, forbade good Catholics to join the 
Communist party, but permitted them to join any 
other they saw fit. The C.C.F. was thus, by implica- 
tion, removed from the blacklist. 
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II. 


Roughly speaking there are four ethnic groups in 
Canada: French-Canadians, forming nearly one third 
of the population and concentrated mainly in the 
Province of Quebec; the English-Canadians—includ- 
ing native Canadians of colonist and American ante- 
cedents, immigrants from the British Isles and from 
the United States; the Jews, the most conspicuous of 
the non-English and non-French, but only about one 
hundred and seventy-five thousand strong in the 
whole Dominion; and, what goes under the collec- 
tive name of New Canadians, of whom there are 
some 600,000 Ukrainians alone, mostly in the West. 
Dasha, the pretty Russian girl, was in fact a Ukrainian 
who liked to think of herself as a Russian. Her 
father, by the way, voted for Fred Rose, the Jewish 
Communist, in the last election. Other New Cana- 
dians, mostly of Central-European extraction, voted 
for Paul Massé, the Bloc Populaire candidate who 
ran Fred Rose a close second. 


French Canada is Canada’s prime reality. This, the 
world of Mr. L. and of Jacques and of the occasional 
Alphonse and of the great mass of habitants who 
still push forward the Northern frontier of French 
Canada, establishing nouvelles paroisses under the 
guidance of the clergy and begetting enough children 
to fill the new parishes, this is the reality around 
which rotate Canada’s greatest political, cultural, 
and psychological problems and to a considerable 
extent also her economic problems. French Canada 
is economically backward, her intelligentsia — the 
clergy and the professionals—has a good classical 
education, (Mr. L.’s Latin is incomparably better than 
mine, but his English is incomparably poorer) 
but they are ill-equipped in technical knowledge. 
The largest industries are in the hands of the Anglo- 
Saxons even in the Province of Quebec. The Jews, 
economically alert, predominate in the secondary in- 
dustries. 


The situation in Canada is comparable to that in 
South Africa, though it is perhaps not as explosive. 
There is a constant tension in the relations between 
the two main ethnic groups which any new distur- 
bance heightens. Leaders of public opinion in Eng- 
lish-speaking Canada keep on preaching to the 
majority the gospel of understanding the minority. 
In the November 13 issue of the Toronto Saturday 
Night, Canada’s leading weekly, there is an editorial 
which reads in part: “It is profoundly important that 
English-speaking Canadians . . . should understand 
that the policies of French Canada are those which 
are inevitable in a self-conscious minority.” The 
French-Canadians are also being admonished about 
the need to understand and to accept the English- 
Canadians, and even the New Canadians and the 
Jews. Godfrey de Langlais twenty-five years ago, and 
Jean Charles Harvey today, have done so rather mili- 
tantly and, to tell the truth, are not very popular. The 
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French-Canadian accepts the English-Canadian with 
as good a grace as a chivalrous, vanquished race can 
accept a conqueror with whom it has negotiated an 
honorable agreement to their mutual benefit. With 
less grace they accept the New Canadians and the 
Jews who, as immigrants, naturally tend to identify 
themselves with English Canada rather than French 
Canada, even when they live in the Province of 
Quebec. Against the Jews, furthermore, the French- 
Canadian maintains his tradtional religious prejudice, 
complicated by the fact that the Jew is the most 
active and the most conspicuous of the immigrants. 
Individually Jews and French-Canadians get along, 
and most of French Canada’s political leaders preach 
and practice tolerance. But the prejudice and the 
tension are there, nevertheless. I have seen hand- 
some Gallic faces distorted witi: ill-feeling at the 


mention of Jews. 
* * * 


Ever since Sir Robert Borden’s Conservatives in the 
last war forced conscription upon reluctant Quebec, 
the French-Canadians have given their support to the 
Liberal Party headed by Mackenzie King, who, with 
the help of that solid support, has governed Canada 
for two decades. Separatist and so-called “corpora- 
tive” as well as fully fascist trends proved unable to 
woo the French-Canadians away from the Liberal 
Party. But Canada’s full participation in the war and 
the question of conscription (which had not yet 
been introduced officially) caused a revolt which 
found its expression in the creation of the isola- 
tionist and nationalist Bloc Populaire Canadien. 


There were several bye-elections for the Federal 
Parliament in Canada last summer during my visit to 
Montreal and the Laurentians. In the West the Lib- 
erals lost to the C. C. F. In Quebec, out of two bye- 
elections, one went to the Bloc Populaire, the other, 
in what used to be the Jewish district of Montreal, 
went to the Communists, with Paul Massé, of the 
Bloc Populaire, running so close a second that he de- 
manded a recount. The official Liberal candidate ran 
on the assumption that the constituency where thirty 
years ago immigrant Jews felt flattered to elect an 
assimilated Jew nominated by the generous Sir Wil- 
fred Laurier, then leader of the Liberal Party, was 
still a “safe seat” for his law partner. The Secretary 
of the C. C. F. who ran in the same constituency, 
though of immigrant Jewish stock and born in that 
district, is, unfortunately, a Rhodes scholar who could 
not match the raw demagogic methods, the results of 
many years of activity, and the lavish campaign ex- 
penditure of the Communists. I heard Massé’s ad- 
dress to the Jews over the radio in which he exhorted 
them not to sacrifice Canada’s interests to their justi- 
fiable and understandable resentment against the 
Nazis. That was speaking to the Jews. What he said 
to non-Jews about Jews can well be imagined. 


A day or two after the elections I read a brilliant 
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vituperative editorial in Jean Harvey's Le Jour, in 
which both the C. C. F. and the Bloc Populaire were 
berated for their combined opposition to immigra- 
tion into Canada, the former on false economic 
grounds, the latter on racial grounds. Harvey is a 
supporter of the Liberal government. This was not 
the first evidence of a rapprochement between the 
C. C. F. and French Canada. The C. C. F. has made a 
more determined and more intelligent attempt to 
understand the French-Canadians than either the 
Liberals or the Conservatives (now re-named Pro- 
gressive-Conservatives). Moreover, the C. C. F. does 
not share the views of the Canadian industrialists 
about the desirability of opening the doors of Can- 
ada to a large immigration. All this I knew. But this 
talk about an alliance sounded new and odd. There 
was more to come, however, from other sources. 
William Henry Chamberlain, a staunch friend of 
the Canadian C. C. F., in an article in the December 
issue of Harper’s (“Canada Swings to the Left”) goes 
to lengths that only an outsider can go in denying the 
fascist coloring and the clerical influence of French 
Canada’s nationalist groups. You will not find such 
statements in the letters from Ottawa to the New 
Leader by A. Andras. In the latter’s letter of Nov- 
ember 27 there is this quotation from The Canadian 
Register, official Catholic weekly: “Regarding the 
situation politically, it may be said to be a matter for 
congratulation that there is such a party as the C. C. F. 
to attract those voters who, as recent elections have 
shown, are dissatisfied with the older parties and 
who, in the absence of the C. C. F., might give their 
support to the Communists disguised as a labor 
party.” The strongly capitalistic and anti-Socialist 
Saturday Night puts it more bluntly (in an editorial 
on October 30): “The pronouncement of the 
Bishops omitting mention of the C. C. F., provoked 
by signs of a very distinct advance by the Commu- 
nists in French Canada” (it would seem that for 
every disillusioned Alphonse there are many others 
who are not), “leading to a desire . . . to open the 
door for a certain amount of left-wing movement by 
Roman Catholics which would fall short of driving 
them into a definitely anti-religious atmosphere . . .” 


The sympathy of the average French-Canadians with — 


the plank in the C. C. F. which calls for the national- 
ization of large industries is explained by Saturday 
Night by the hope of getting the one-third of jobs in 
a government agency they always claim and get 
(editorials on October 30 and November 6). The 
same explanation is given for the recent move by the 
Quebec Liberal administration of Adelard Godbout 
(anything but a Socialist-minded group of people) 
to nationalize the Montreal Light Heat and Power 
Company. In an editorial entitled A New Alliance, 
the same weekly says (Nov. 6): “The French- 
Canadian nationalists of the present time are in a 
position of uncertainty about their future affiliation. 
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... Their eyes are turning much more affectionately 
towards the C. C. F., and a considerable amount of 
cooperation between that party and the Quebec 
Nationalists may be regarded as practically assured 
for the next election campaign . . .” Speaking of the 
C. C. F. stand that conscription for military service 
should come only after conscription of wealth, the 
editorial says: “The refusal pleased them (the 
Quebec Nationalists); the reason was unimportant.” 

French Canada is in ferment caused largely by the 
impact of the outside world which it prefers to 
ignore. Its leadership is seeking formulas for adjust- 
ing itself to the new realities without losing its dis- 
tinct civilization, which is not only French in lan- 
guage and mores but semi-mediaeval in structure. 
Mr. William Henry Chamberlain notwithstanding, 
all the proposed remedies are inevitably of the kind 
we know as varieties of fascism. Says Mr. Andras (in 
The New Leader, Nov. 27): “The Bloc is exclusively 
Quebec and French in character whose leaders point 
to pre-invaded Italy and Franco’s Spain as model 
‘Christian’ states.” 


III. 


Nothing in the record of the C. C. F. so far leads 
one to expect that it will sacrifice its principles in 
order to get the support of the confused radicals 
among the Bloc Populaire. Whatever truth or half- 
truth may be contained in the allegations of its bit- 
ter opponents, Le Jour and Saturday Night, about 
alliances between the C. C. F. and the Bloc, the 
C. C. F. has taken a vigorous stand in favor of ad- 
mitting refugees into Canada. But the veering of 
French Canada towards the C. C. F. and the threat- 
ened rise of the Progressive Conservatives must be 
taken into account in appraising Mackenzie King’s 
trend to yield to public pressure on the question of 
refugees. It looks as if the doors may be opened just 
enough to admit a few thousand refugees from Spain 
and Portugal. The Jewish press has been somewhat 
premature in its announcement of the fact—which is 
not a fact as yet—but the first steps have already 
been taken. 

The question of admitting refugees is now a mat- 
ter of public controversy in Canada. The National 
Committee on Refugees, “a non-sectarian, non-poli- 
tical body of men and women who are interested in 
obtaining sanctuary in Canada for numbers of Euro- 
pean refugees who have fled from their home coun- 
tries and are now living precariously in the few re- 
maining neutral countries, such as Portugal” (I am 
quoting from an editorial in the Argosy Weekly, a 
university student publication in New Brunswick) is 
circulating a petition for the admission of refugees. 
On one of the campuses (Mount Allison, New 
Brunswick) the petition is sponsored by the Chris- 
tian Student Association. “The Central Executive of 
the Committee is composed of Honorary Chairman, 
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Sir Robert Falconer; Chairman, Senator Carinee 
Wilson; Honorary Treasurer, Sir Ellsworth Flavelle; 
Executive Secretary, Miss Constance Hayward. Citi- 
zens in key cities across Canada act on local com- 
mittees. Canadian newspapers, led by the influential 
Saturday Night of Toronto, have supported the cam- 
paign. Upper Canadian universities, notably Queen’s, 
McGill and Toronto, have organized Student Refugee 
Committees and are active in circulating petitions.” 
(I am quoting from the same editorial.) 


The advocates of the move to admit refugees in- 
clude both people generally opposed to relaxing 
Canada’s immigration rules, but inclined to make an 
exception in the case of refugees on purely humani- 
tarian grounds, and those who hope to use it as a 
spearhead for opening Canada’s doors. The National 
Committee on Refugees makes it clear that “It must 
be emphasized that the petition does not ask the 
government to inaugurate a new immigration policy. 
It does not request that the barriers be let down so 
that peoples from other lands be allowed indiscrim- 
inately to pour in like a flood.” (From a speech by 
the late Sir Robert Falconer, as quoted in Argosy 
Weekly, November 27.) : 


Nevertheless, one of the arguments against the 
petition is that “If the seven thousand refugees now 
in Portugal were admitted to the country .. . it would 
only be the beginning of an overwhelming flood.” I 
am quoting the above from a letter to the editor of 
the McGill Daily of November 12. The writer of the 
letter also argues that “any large number of refugees 
would complicate Canada’s vast post-war problem of 
putting every returning soldier capable of working 
into a job” and “would create increased minority 
group problems which would hinder the future unity 
of the country in a difficult time.” The author sug- 
gests that “those working for this petition reorganize 
their attack against the British policy of closing Pal- 
estine to the Jewish people . . . Assuming the larger 
portion of the refugees to be Jewish people, action in 
opening up their country would facilitate their re- 
turn to Palestine. The remainder of the refugees to 
be distributed among the allied nations on a basis of 
population ratio . . . until the war is over and at that 
time returned to their own land.” Another letter to 
the editor in the same issue of McGill Daily warns 
the students that “Anyone signing it (the petition) 
is merely putting his or her signature at the disposal 
of an unknown pressure group.” 


It must not be assumed that opposition to the 
White Paper is necessarily linked with opposition to 
admitting refugees into Canada. The student who 
hit on that bright idea may merely have read the 
strongly worded article against the White Paper on 
the twenty-sixth anniversary of the Balfour Declara- 
tion by B. K. Sandwell, editor of the Saturday Night, 
who is in the forefront of the agitation to admit 
refugees into Canada. 
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PIERRE VAN PAASSEN 
in his book 


“FORGOTTEN ALLY” 
= 


"Primarily to the Histadrut . . . must go 
the credit of having performed the marvel 
. .. of having built a house for Israel but 
also of having provided Great Britain and 
the United Nations with that advance 
post of democracy which served as the 
strongest basis of defense in the middle 
east in the struggle against the Nazi de- 
signs of world domination." 


THE LEAGUE FOR LABOR PALESTINE 
spreads the message of HISTADRUT in 


America! 


THE LEAGUE FOR LABOR PALESTINE 
asks you to join in its efforts to safeguard 
the Jewish future through Labor Palestine! 


There Is Work For You! 
Give Us Your Help! 


LEAGUE FOR LABOR PALESTINE 
1140 BROADWAY, NEW YORK |, N. Y. 


| wish to become a member of the League for 
Labor Palestine. 


Enclosed please find my National dues for $____. 
which includes a subscription to the "Jewish 


Frontier." 
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Address ee _ 











National Membership Dues: Member, $4.00 
Couple, $5.00 Sustaining, $10.00 Contributing $25.00 
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The immediate motive prompting the advocates 
of opening Canada to several thousand refugees is 
humanitarian, although considerations of accruing 
benefit to the country are stressed. With some the 
interest stops there. Others, such as B. K. Sandwell, 
are generally in favor of an open door policy. 
Among the latter, opinion is divided as to whether 
Canada can look forward to a predominantly British 
immigration or will have to admit immigrants of all 
countries. Past experiments with government-spon- 
sored British immigration have failed, but there are 
still optimists. W. H. Moore, Federal Member of 
Parliament from Ontario, writing in Empire Digest 
for November (Toronto) maps out a plan for “plac- 
ing Britain’s surplus population within reach of 
Canada’s surplus resources” the details of which need 
not concern us here. B. K. Sandwell, answering a 
critic of his views who based his opposition to ad- 
mitting refugees on the argument that Canada has 
her hands full with two races and the problem would 
be complicated by a third element, says Canada need 
not expect her immigrants to be “converted” into 
Anglo-Saxons or Celts but merely to adapt them- 
selves to the broader outlines of Canadian outlook 
and life. 

IV. 


Canada’s doors have been shut tightly during the 
two decades that William Lyon Mackenzie King has 
governed the country with the support of French 
Canada, whose attitude on immigration can easily be 
surmised. I do not want even to try to guess what 














es SE, Pl See, Sle, Se Se, Se, Ss. 














CRAGK THE AXIS! 


Pid THE 


L 
a4 W ae 


OVER THE TOP! 














ee, A, ee, See. Ae. an A. Se, 

















JEWISH FRONTIER 


goes on in the mind of the Prime Minister of Canada 
who is considered the world’s most astute democratic 
tactician, President Roosevelt not excluded. I am 
placing the facts before the reader on the assumption 
that any one of them can judge these things as well 
as myself. Without minimizing the effect on Mr. 
King of the purely humanitarian appeal, I cannot 
help suggesting that the latest shift in the Canadian 
political set-up has something to do with his relaxa- 
tion of the ban on immigration and with his future 
calculations. 


But I feel I must give voice to a certain feeling of 
uneasiness about the Jewish attitude with regard to 
the French-Canadians. While Jews have every right 
to press for the admission of refugees, and while it is 
both their right and their duty to support the full war 
effort, they must guard against two things: one is, to 
become exasperated with the opposition of the 
French-Canadians on both points, the other is to take 
sides in the age-old feud between French and English 
in Canada. There are certain things Jews cannot 
help, such as sending their children to English 
schools and not to French schools in Montreal. But 
the duty of understanding the French-Canadians de- 
volves as much on the Jews of Canada, half of whom 
are a minority in the Province of Quebec, as it does 
upon the British-Canadians. 


In all questions pertaining to the present war the 
Jews have stood with the British-Canadians against 
the majority of French Canada. Thus, in the refer- 
endum held last year Jewish districts voted solidly 
for conscription. There is a natural tendency for 
rapprochement between the Jews and the British and 
the agitation for the admission of refugees is practic- 
ally confined to the English-speaking element, 
though it is by no means unanimous on the issue. 
But it would be neither wise nor ethical for Jews to 
build on that too much and to hide behind British 
skirts. Any show of defiance to the French-Canadians 
on the part of the Jews would mean ignoring the les- 
sons of Jewish history. Whatever opinion we may 
have about the French-Canadian way of life, what- 
ever resentment we may harbor against their anti- 
Jewish prejudices, they have a right to live their own 
life. 


Self-contained, self-centered, and self-conscious 
with outsiders as French Canada may be, it has a way 
of life which has admirable features of spiritual 
beauty. Frankly, when I attended that concert in the 
Laurentians, I felt envious. I was reminded of the 
life of our fathers and grandfathers which many of us 
also knew in the towns of Eastern Europe, a life nar- 
row and circumscribed and self-centered and obli- 
vious of the outside world, but a beautifully regu- 
lated life which we have lost under the impact of 
modern influences and in the turmoil of migrations, 
and for which our best literature has been nostalgic 
ever since that life began to recede into the past. 
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APOLOGIA FOR PAUL 


THE APOSTLE, by Sholem Asch, trans- 
lated by Maurice Samuel. G. P. Put- 
nam’s Sons, New York, 1943. 804 
Pp. 

How wise our sages were in frown- 
ing on purely theological discussions! 
They refused to separate religion from 
the context of life. In fact, they had 
no word for religion as such. In the 
legends of Job and Elisha ben Abuya, 
they warned us that it does not pay to 
delve into mysteries that are too won- 
derful for human comprehension. But 
Asch does not choose to heed this 
warning. The thin colorful vein of 
mysticism which supplied an exotic 
pinch of savory to his earlier novels 
has now become the main dish, and, 
frankly, I do not like the stew. 

Asch justifies this novel as a contri- 
bution to good-will between Chris- 
tians and Jews, as an effort to teach us 
that the ideals we share in common 
are more significant that our differ- 
ences. If this was his real objective, I 
believe he has failed in it. No self- 
respecting Jew will accept this treat- 
ment of Judaism. Catholic priests will 
not recommend this book, and I doubt 
that Protestants will rush to it. Pro- 
testant religious writers have exercised 
on Paul the freedom of inquiry they 
were denied on Jesus. The Protestant 
world has come to accept the fact that 
Paul was the organizer of the Church, 
and like all organizers had to bend his 
principles to necessity. The same 
Christians who were happy to read 
Asch’s beautiful and soul-lifting 
“Nazarene” will resent this rational- 
ized Paul. 

Asch follows the New Testament 
sources almost literally. He accepts as 
historic fact much that New Testa- 
ment critics, such as Eduard Meyer 
and Shirley J. Case, consider as legend 
—nor does he point out even a few of 
the very many differences and contra- 
dictions in the four Gospels. Occa- 
sional deviations, or rather detours, 
from the Synoptic Gospels and Paul’s 
own writings are provided only by 
Asch’s lush reconstructions reared on 
a furtive hint; as, for instance, by his 
description of the bronze workers in 
Corinth, the burning of Rome by the 
pyromaniacal Nero, the rabbit war- 
rens of the Roman underworld, the 
priapic rites in honor of Aphrodite, 
the temple prostitution of Diana of 
the Ephesians, Sabina Poppea’s baths 
of asses’ milk, the degenerate splendor 
of the Roman nobility. These chap- 


ters, rich and riotous as a Persian rug, 
do honor to the literary craftsmanship 
of the author. Perhaps, too, they are 
the nostalgic compensation of Asch, 
the sensualist, for his strange identifi- 
cation with the ascetic, celibate, 
beauty-blind Paul. 

Faithful to the New Testament 
sources, Asch describes Paul as the 
heir of two civilizations—the cosmo- 
politan, pagan, aesthetic Greek civili- 
zation of his birthplace, Tarsus in Asia 
Minor, and the Judaic civilization 
which he learned at the feet of Gam- 
aliel in the School of Jerusalem. Paul 
was not, like Jesus, cut out of one 
piece, native and loyal to Palestine. 
He was granite caught between two 
millstones. Asch, committed to the crea- 
tion of a Paul who synthesizes the con- 
flicting elements within him, fails to 
see a pattern obvious to another Jew- 
ish scholar, Joseph Klausner. Klaus- 
ner explains Paul’s harsh aggressive- 
ness, his opportunism, his being all 
things to all men, his inability to hold 
intimate friendships, to this unre- 
solved conflict of two loyalties and to 
the consequent feeling of guilt when- 
ever he veered to one at the expense of 
the other. Thus, he bitterly castigates 
the Jews for their insistence on Torah 
and the ceremonies, and equally vio- 
lently excoriates the pagans for their 
lack of moral discipline. 


While Asch recognizes Paul’s jeal- 
ousy of Peter and James and the other 
disciples who sat at the feet of Jesus, 
he does not sufficiently emphasize the 
importance of this fact in Paul’s exalt- 
ation of the spiritual, symbolic Jesus 
at the expense of the earthly Jesus of 
flesh and blood. Paul, not able to com- 
pete with the disciples in terms of 
authentic representation of the Sav- 
iour, creates his own Saviour and his 
own universe of discourse where he 
can give himself his own rating. It is 
strange, indeed, that Asch, who can 
enter into the muddied, complex moti- 
vations of the sadistic, hermaphroditic 
Nero and the whimsical vagaries of 
the lewd, shrewd Poppea, reins in his 
prehensile psychologizing when he 
comes to Paul, and accepts his vision 
on the road to Damascus as a real, 
mystical experience of the twice-born, 
as a pouring in from the Over-Soul, as 
an acceptable Revelation. Asch soes 
so far as to sublimate Paul’s guilt feel- 
ing for his share in the stoning of Ste- 
phan into a vision of his own destiny 
as a suffering martyr for the Lord. 


These are, indeed, debatable matters. 
Whether Klausner* or Asch have 
drawn more valid deductions from the 
recorded characteristics of Paul cannot 
be established with any exactitude 
from our present knowledge of morbid 
behavior patterns. But there are other 
interpretations which time and exper- 
ience have placed in a more manage- 
able frame of reference. And it is on 
the basis of these interpretations that 
I see Asch in the unpalatable role of 
compromiser and toady — one “who 
bends the pregnant hinges of the knee 
knowing that favor follows fawning.” 


To exalt the faith of Paul, Asch 
contemns the tradition of Israel. He 
seems to share Paul’s disgust with the 
stiff-necked, Torah-true Jews. Surely 
one looks in vain for a defense of the 
Torah, such as Feuchtwanger puts into 
the mouth of Gamaliel in his “Jose- 
phus.” Asch does not have the under- 
standing of the Pharisaic position 
which is manifested by such Gentile 
scholars as the late George Foote 
Moore and Travers Herford. And it is 
not because he does not know the 
facts. The same Asch, who seems to 
understand Paul’s necessity to take the 
Nazirite vows and to be a Jew among 
the Jews in order to convert the Jews, 
does not sympathize with the hard- 
headed, observing Jews who are true 
to the Torah as a way of life. Asch 
shares Paul’s impatience with the 
Jews’ unreadiness to accept his gospel 
of salvation. He agrees with Paul that 
circumcision and the laws of per- 
mitted and forbidden foods have 
blinded the Jews to the glory of the 
“vision.” It is this intemperate resent- 
ment of the Jews’ logical processes and 
Torah-anchorage which inhibits Asch 
from seeing the profoundly radical 
differences between the Jewish and 
the Christian conception of the Mes- 
siah. 


The Messiah of the Jews was a poli- 
tical Messiah as well as a religious one. 
He would come to sit upon a kingly 
throne to right the wrongs of this 
world as well as to prepare for the 
next. Such a Messiah would come 
after a period of chaos and upheaval 
but could not be co-existent with a 
state of injustice and oppression. Such 
a Messiah would be a grave and real 
challenge to the Caesars of flesh and 
blood. This conception flowed out of 
the healthy, this-worldly, earthy-mind- 
edness of our people. Paul knew that 
he could not make much capital out of 





*See his magnificent From Jesus to Paul, 
Macmillan, 1943. 
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this kind of Messiah. It would bring 
him into a head-on clash with Caesar. 
It would demand political discipline 
from the Gentiles, many of whom 
were avid mainly for a short cut to 
salvation. 


So Paul followed the main chance 
and distilled his Messiah into the eth- 
ereal vapors which Caesar need not 
fear and built his bridge of faith to 
him—a bridge that could be estab- 
lished merely with prayer and pious 
hopes. Paul, himself, succumbed to 
this escapist negation of life. He came 
to consider death for Jesus as more 
glorious than life for the people. His 
own eagerness to imitate the Lord 
through dying on the Cross and his 
admonition to Peter to do likewise is 
the final logical step in his failure of 
nerve and his degenerate defeatism. 


Asch perverts history and mocks 
Jewish sentiment by identifying this 
kind of death with the high tradition 
of Jewish martyrdom. Jews may have 
bowed the neck to Caesar’s sword and 
gone to their death with the “Shema” 
on their lips, but they did. not believe 
that their deaths automatically de- 
stroyed the Caesars. 


Fortunately for mankind, the demo- 
cratic citizen of today does not go to 
his death before the sadistic Caesars 
with a smile and a prayer of forgive- 
ness (“They know not what they 
do!”). Fortunately for us, the Jews of 
Warsaw and the marines on Tarawa 
do not believe that their deaths will 
subtly corrode the swords of might by 
the sublime example of their martyr- 
dom. They choose to make their 
deaths costly. They believe that to 
turn the other cheek to the enemy is 
to enable the enemy to destroy the 
very climate in which love and sacri- 
fice have any meaning. The spiritual 
does not descend from the clouds—a 
divine intrusion—as it did to Paul 
near Damascus. It grows out of the 
experience and labors of men and, if 
man is destroyed in the flesh, the seed- 
bed of the spirit is also destroyed. Is it 
not paradoxically perverse of Asch to 
lend his powers to recreate the defeat- 
ist emphasis of Christianity, at a time 
when the vast world struggle is forcing 
Christianity to abandon its negative 
other-worldliness and to accept the 
Maccabean spirit of militant defiance 
to evildoers? By identifying himself 
with the escapist, schizophrenic, mor- 
bid preachment of Paul and in coun- 
selling the wisdom and, yes, the 
majesty of dying like the Christian- 
Jewish slaves in the arena under the 
eyes of Nero and Tigellenus, Asch 
mocks the true dignity of man and 
becomes an unwitting tool of the 
Neros of our time. 

JACOB J. WEINSTEIN. 


The Negro in 


1. THE MYTH OF THE NEGRO PAST, 
by Melville J. Herskovitz. New 
York. Harpers, pp. 374. $4.00. 


2. THE NEGRO’s SHARE, A Study of 
Income, by Richard Sterner. New 
York. Harpers, pp. 432. $4.50. 


3. PATTERNS OF NEGRO SEGREGA- 
TION, by Charles S. Johnson. New 
York. Harpers, pp. 332. $3.50. 


I. 


Today the question of developing 
democratic concepts oa a world-wide 
scale is receiving considerable attention 
by the thoughful American public. 
They are conscious of the fact that the 
march of Nazism and Fascism may in 
the course of time engulf this country 
and lead to the overthrow of Democ- 
racy. However it is not fully grasped 
by the majority of the American pub- 
lic that American Democracy may be 
undermined and Fascism may reign in 
practice here even under the present 
so-called democratic form of govern- 
ment, unless limitations of human 
rights imposed upon certain elements, 
due to long-standing discriminatory 
practices based upon past traditions of 
slavery, feudalism, racial imperialism, 
and economic exploitation of under- 
privileged and minority groups, be re- 
moved through due process of law. 


In the acceptance and practice of the 
so-called “superior race theory” and in 
the government of a nation by a se- 
lect oligarchy representing a highly 
privileged class, lie the roots of Fas- 
cism. These roots, however rudimen- 
tary, are not lacking in the United 
States. To strengthen the cause of 
Democracy, it is imperative that they 
be cut or eradicated. 


The Negroes form one-tenth of the 
population of the United States. It 
cannot be denied that, due to racial 
prejudice and economic reasons, the 
Negroes in the United States (as well 
as in other parts of the world con- 
trolled by White People) are grossly 
discriminated against in every phase of 
existence. To justify anti-social, un- 
democratic, and unethical practices, 
certain theories are propounded. Of 
these, the concept that Negroes are 
innately inferior, incapable of making 
progress, is one of the grossest perver- 
sions of fact.* 





“For careful study of the thesis that there 
is no. scientific evidence of any innate in- 
tellectual inferiority of the Negro race, con- 
sult Characteristics of the American Negro, 
edited by Prof. Otto Klineberg. New York. 
Harper Brothers. 1943. 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


American Life 


Possibly no people in the world, de- 
spite the great disabilities imposed on 
them from without, has made such 
progress during the last three quarters 
of a century—from the time of the 
emancipation of the Negro slaves after 
the American Civil War up to the 
present. This is quite clear to any un- 
prejudiced student of the cultural, 
economic and political life of the Ne- 
gro people of the United States. A 
Booker T. Washington, a Dr. Carver, 
both full-blooded Negroes born in 
slavery, not to speak of others, would 
stand out as greatly honoring any peo- 
ple. However, myths as well as super- 
stitions die hard; and they are often 
fostered, if they serve the interests of 
a privileged class. If the American 
people are to give up the practice of 
traditional wrongs to the Negroes, 
then they will have to be re-educated 
about the Negro past, and the extent 
of the un-American discrimination 
practised against them which is re- 
tarding their progress. The three vol- 
umes under review are an invaluable 
addition to the growing literature on 
the subject. 


Il. 


Dr. Melville J. Herskovitz, professor 
of anthropology, Northwestern Uni- 
versity, an authority on the culture of 
primitive peoples, in his The Myth 
of the Negro Past, establishes with 
elaborate research that many of the 
conclusions of such writers as Reuter, 
Mecklin on American race problems 
are not accurate, so far as they touch 
on Negro life and culture. He holds 
that the Negroes who were brought 
as slaves to the United States from 
various parts of Africa had their cul- 
tural heritage, just as did groups who 
migrated to the United States from 
other parts of the world. The primi- 
tive culture of the Negroes should not 
be regarded as evidence of their in- 
feriority in intelligence and social or- 
ganization; on the contrary they were 
well-developed, although they were 
somewhat different from other peoples. 
The Negroes did not welcome the life 
of slavery as a superior form of exis- 
tence to their own in Africa, as some 
of the American writers have sug- 
gested. Nor is it true that the Negroes 
tamely surrendered to the state of 
slavery—there were constant Negro 
slave revolts in various countries. The 
Negroes were not merely imitators, as 
is often held; but under the most ad- 
verse circumstances they showed con- 
siderable ability in assimilating the 
cultural patterns of other peoples. Ne- 
groes have in fact influenced the cul- 
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ture of the United States by their 
contributions in American music, art, 
as well as dancing. The Negro con- 
tribution to science is growing. Dr. 
Herskovitz is emphatic that most of 
the generalisations, such as “The Ne- 
gro is a man without a past,” suggest- 
ing innate inferiority, even though 
made by men and women with the 
reputation of scholars, are based upon 
ancient, prejudiced, invalid observa- 
tions. 

One of the most important conclu- 
sions of the work is the following: 

By proper recognition of the cultural 
heritage of the Negro on the part of 
the majority group in the United 
States, some of the prejudices may be 
removed and the Negroes may feel 
encouraged to continue their march 


towards true emancipation with greater 


confidence and success. 


Ill. 


Dr. Richard Sterner, a Swedish 
economist who has an extensive ex- 
perience in investigating social condi- 
tions in Sweden, in collaboration with 
Lenore Epstein, Ellen Winston, and 
others gives us in the work The Ne- 
groe’s Share an excellent and unbiased 
study of the income, consumption, 
housing of, and public assistance for 
the Negroes in the United States. In this 
volume there are about 200 statistical 
tables covering nearly all important 
phases of Negro life. It may be said 
that there is nothing new in the book’s 
conclusions such as that the income of 
the average Negro family is below the 
maintenance level; the housing condi- 
tions of the Negroes are abominable; 
they do not get equal opportunities 
for employment and education. But 
the importance of the book is that 
every word is fully substantiated by 
trustworthy evidence. 

It is not that “Negroes need less 
because they have a lower standard of 
living,” but the lower standard of liv- 
ing of the Negroes is the result of 
social institutions, and of economic dis- 
abilities imposed upon them through 
deliberate discrimination. This thesis 
has been established in this excellent 
work of thorough and sober investiga- 
tion. 

IV. 

Prof. Charles S. Johnson, Director 
of the Department of Social Science 
and Director of the Institute of Racial 
Relations at Swathmore College, in his 
masterly volume Patterns of Negro 
Segregation gives us the sociology of 
discriminatory behavior on the part of 
the dominant groups. He suggests that 
Negro-slavery introduced “planter- aris- 
tocracy” in the United States. This 
checked the advance of democracy, by 
contributing to the development of a 
peculiar caste system with undemo- 
cratic tendencies. The problem of 


29° 

















The Pioneer Women's Organization 
Suites Every baitek _ to prin Ns Kanks 


The American Jewish woman today cannot be just an American or just a 
Jew. She must cooperate in the struggle for Jewish security within her 
own community; she must join with others in fighting for social better- 
ment the world over; she must share in the upbuilding of Palestine. 
Only by understanding these problems and by rendering these services 
can she satisfy her own spiritual needs and preserve positive Jewish 
values for her home and children. 


THE PROGRAM OF THE PIONEER WOMEN'S ORGANI- 
ZATION OFFERS YOU AN ANSWER TO THESE NEEEDS! 


THE PIONEER WOMEN'S ORGANIZATION, organized in 1925, is a 
Labor-Zionist organization dedicated to the upbuilding of Palestine 
along cooperative lines, participating in all National Zionist fund-raising 
activities, and in the program for the reconstruction of Jewish life. 
THE PIONEER WOMEN'S ORGANIZATION is the American agency 
of the Moatzat Hapoalot of the Histadrut (Council of Working Women), 
and supplies the basic funds for its program in the following fields of 
activity: 





|. Establishment and maintenance of 10 agricultural training 
farms for girls. 


2. Establishment of cooperative restaurants, laundries, etc., in 
towns and colonies. 


3. Establishment and maintenance of children's institutions: 
(a) 66 afternoon clubs; (b) summer play camps; (c) Hedera 
Children's Home; (d) kindergartens and nurseries in cities 
and colonies, 


4. Vocational Training for Girls and the Building of the Zivia 
Lubetkin-Tosia Altman Vocational School in Ramat Gan. 


5. Care, training and guidance for children of refugees; 
assistance to families of service men and women. 


6 Training of women for home defense and war industry; 
establishment and maintenance of Recreation Centers for 
the PATS (Palestine Auxiliary Territorial Service) 


PIONEER WOMEN are vitally concerned in the development of the 
American Jewish Community, in promoting Jewish education, in 
advancing constructive social legislation; in upholding our democratic 
principles and way of life, by contributing their share to the war effort 
on the Home Front; and in the betterment of women's lot everywhere. 
In meeting the needs today, PIONEER WOMEN are paving the way 
for the more effective participation of women in postwar Palestine, for 
the rehabilitation of countless homeless Jewish women and children, 
and finally—for the establishment of a Cooperative Jewish Common- 
wealth in Palestine. 
You, too, can become a coworker in this constructive program. 


There is a broad field of activity for every thinking Jewish 
woman within the PIONEER WOMEN'S ORGANIZATION! 
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Negro segregation should be studied 
not on the basis of the “illusion of 
superiority in relation to a lower caste, 
the Negro group,"—but against the 
background of the class and caste strug- 
gle in a democratic society. 

It may be safely asserted that no 
other book gives us as full a compila- 
tion of facts regarding segregation of 
Negroes and discrimination in the 
US.A. as does Dr. Johnson’s work. In 
the part devoted to “Patterns of Ra- 
cial Segregation and Discrimination,” 
we find scientific studies of racial seg- 
regation in institutions, private and 
public, commercial establishments, in 
occupations and industries. Further- 
more he studies the racial etiquette of 
public contacts and personal relations, 
the ideology of the color line and the 
legal aspects of segregation; the evolu- 
tion of racial legislation, residential 
and school segregation by law, as well 
as legislation to maintain civil rights 
by prohibiting racial discrimination. 

In the second part of the work the 
author discusses the various effects of 
existing segregation and discrimina- 
tion upon the personality and social 
conduct of the Negroes, and what lies 
in store for them and the nation. 

The ideal of a democratic state is 
that “no man should be deprived of his 
rights or discriminated against, be- 


cause of his race, religion, or color.” 
Thus the Negro question is more than 
the question of maintaining minority 
rights or removal of racial discrimina- 
tion. Prof. Johnson states the issue 
very carefully and in measured lang- 
uage: 


“The Negro population is actually 
the largest of the American minority 
groups, and the essence of minority 
status is self-consciousness and a strug- 
gle for status. In this respect the Ne- 
groes are like other minorities, such as 
the Jews, Orientals, and Mexicans, not 
to mention those transient minorities, 
the European immigrants. In one way 
or another, minorities are excluded 
from full participation in the life of 
the community and the conduct of the 
state. This immediately raises the ques- 
tion of the relation of this circum- 
stance to the democratic theory of the 
state, which assumes complete partici- 
pation of all who are capable of func- 
tioning economically and politically as 
members of society. The essential fact 
is that the actual practices of the 
dominant majority are, for whatever 
reason, in direct conflict with the ideals 
and professed objectives of the state. 
It is this fact which gives reality to the 
minority status of the Negro and other 
groups. It is the necessity for struggle 
that forces upon them the solidarity 
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by which alone they can gain the status 
that is assured them.” 

He comes to the further conclusion 
that “the effects of the unrestricted 
operation of the principle of racialism 
are conceivably as dangerous to Ameri- 
can society as the unrestricted play of 
free competition in the economic 
sphere. Logically it would be appro- 
priate for the government to impose 
controls and regulations, as mandatory 
as those imposed on its economic life, 
to ensure to all its racial minorities not 
only free but equal participation in the 
economic and political life of the 
country. In fact, before the present 
war is ended, such action may become 
a political necessity.” 


oe 


Let us not be disheartened by the 
many manifestations of racial antago- 
nism in the United States. It is 
through education we may remove 
these obstacles to the cause of human 
liberty. From this point of view, these 
three volumes on the Negro Question 
are of very vital importance to every 
far-sighted, liberty-loving American 
citizen. It is to be hoped that they 
will become parts of every reference 
library on race relations and American 
social history. 

TARAKNATH DAS. 
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Fraternal Benefits 


NOW...MORE 
THAN EVER 


You need the warmth and good- 
fellowship of this large fraternal 
organization, the added measure of 
security it affords you and your 
family, the opportunity it gives to 
be of service to our country and the 


Jewish people. 


e Labor Zionist Program 
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| 45 EAST 17th STREET, NEW YORK CITY 
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LETTER TO THE EDITOR 


The December issue of Jewish 
Frontier contains an article by Hayim 
Greenberg entitled “Israel and Assur 
Meet in Manhattan” which deals with 
the problem of the Assyrians of Iraq. 
The article suggests that no solution 
whatever for that problem was found 
by the League of Nations; and I should 
be grateful if you would allow me, as 
former Secretary of the League of Na- 
tions Committee for the Settlement of 
the Assyrians, to correct that misap- 
prehension. 

Mr. Greenberg’s record of the 
League's efforts to find a home for the 
Assyrians stéps short early in 1935, 
when, after 18 months of searching, 
the prospects of success were black in- 
deed. But the same year those efforts 
were in large measure rewarded, the 
French Government agreeing to permit 
the establishment of the Assyrians in 
Syria. In spite of a number of initial 
difficulties and disappointments, t he 
settlement of over 9,000 Assyrians— 
including most of those whose removal 
from Iraq was a matter of real urgency 
—was successfully carried out in the 
Northeast corner (predominantly 
Christian) of Syria, in the valley of the 
Khabur River. The necessary funds 
were provided by the British and Iraqi 
Governments and by the League of 
Nations itself. 

The following extracts from the two 
latest available reports on the work of 
the League (those for 1940-41 and 41- 
42) may be of interest: 

“The latest reports from the (Trus- 
tee) Board show that, from the point 
of view of health, material welfare and 
relations with their neighbors, the situ- 
ation of the colonists has remained 
highly satisfactory.” (June 1941) 

The Assyrian settlers have “been 
given land, agricultural equipment, 
and live-stock in so far as what they 
had brought with them from Iraq was 
insufficient. They have been divided 
amongst thirty-three villages, forming 
an administrative unit, nearly every one 
of which has its own church( twenty- 
seven Nestorian churches and four 
Catholic churches). The settlement 
has, in addition, been provided with 
sixteen schools and also, from the out- 
set, a hospital, as a result of which it 
has been possible to improve the health 
situation and in particular, to combat 
malaria. The progress of the colony is 
evidenced by the fact that the area 
sown with crops amounted to nearly 
5,000 hectares (12,000 acres) in 1940- 
41. As to the extent of pasturage avail- 
able for the settlement, it is practically 
unlimited.” (May, 1942) 

Very truly yours, 
(signed) MARTIN HILL 
LEAGUE OF NATIONS 
Princeton, N. J. 
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On November 23, 1942, we inserted the following advertise- 
ment in the newspapers. The thoughts expressed in it are even 
more important today than they were when first published. 


MONEY ‘TALKS 


Make it speak the only language 
the Axis understands: 


THE RUMBLE OF TANKS 
THE ZOOMING OF PLANES 
THE CRACK OF RIFLES 
THE ROAR OF CANNON 
THE BURSTING OF BOMBS 


BUY WAR BONDS 


INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS MACHINES CORPORATION 
























i Buy EXTRA 
WAR BONDS! 


Series E Bonds may be pur- 
chased here for cash or on 
| : partial payment through our 
| VICTORY CLUB 

| Subscriptions may be placed for all other 
United States Treasury Securities effered 
in the Fourth War Loan Drive. 


BUY OUT OF INCOME FOR INVESTMENT 


UNION SQUARE SAVINGS BANK 
“(Che Neighborly Bank : 
20 UNION SQUARE, COR. 15th STREET, NEW YORK 





OPEN MONDAYS TILL 7 P.M. 
MEMBER OF FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 














REPORT OF H. J. HEINZ COMPANY 
TO HOUSEWIVES AND GROCERS ABOUT 


HEINZ 4 BEANS 


With The @ Seal Of Appreval Of 
THE UNION OF ORTHODOX JEWISH CONGREGATIONS OF AMERICA 





CANNED BEANS WERE A WAR-TIME CASU 


Shortages of vital war metals used in 
making the cans forced the discontin- 
uance of canned baked beans when we 
entered the war. But because baked beans 
are among the most nourishing of all 
canned foods, the government later per- 
mitted a limited pack of beans in glass 
jars. Heinz Oven-Baked Beans were among 
the first to make thuir reappearance 

on your grocer’s shelves. In addition to 
glass jars, the government recently has 
released stocks of tin cans "frozen" in 
warehouses by W.P.B. order. 


MORE BEANS—BUT NOT ALL YOU MAY WANT 


So now, with the recently released sup- 
plies in tin, together with quantities 
of dried beans, and the largest bean 
crop in history, there will be more beans 
* —beans in glass—beans in tin-—for the 
public. Still you won't be able to obtain 
11 the Heinz Kosher Vegetarian Baked 
Beans your ration points would permit. 





Though increased, the supply will still 
be less than the demand. The convenience 
of ready-to-serve beans, plus increased 
demand for all kinds of high-quality 
prepared foods have created a market 
that even Heinz peace-time production 
would be hard put to supply. 


HEINZ PROMISES YOU'LL GET YOUR SHARE 


Volunteer harvesting crews saved the 
bean crop in many areas, Every safeguard 
was taken in shipping and storage. 
Packing plants have been equipped to 
utilize both glass jars and cans. Per- 
haps most important of all, the Heinz 
coast-to-coast system of 75 sales 
branches provides equal and simultaneous 








distribution all over America. Through- 
out the year,a fair proportion of Heinz 
Vegetarian Baked Beans will reach your 
grocer and be available to you. 





NOW—AS_ ALWAYS—OVEN-BAKED 


Look for more Heinz Baked Beans on your grocer's 


shelves as additional containers become 


available. They’1l be just as delicious as those 
Heinz has been nakingfor g. nerations. Heinz Beans 
re thoroughly baked in hot, dry ovens. That’s be- 


cause it takes real oven bakin 


mellow, mealy—more digestible. 


EP RUARIE EGS os 


Sei eal 


MOSHER 
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